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ABSTRACT 
 
ANNA BRIGEVICH: Territorial Identity Configurations in the European Union: The Impact 
of Regional Identity on Attachment to Europe and Support for Integration 
(Under the direction of Liesbet Hooghe) 
 
 How does territorial identity impact support for European integration? This 
dissertation explores the relationship between different types of territorial identity, 
particularly regional identity, on public opinion attitudes towards the European project. In the 
process, it challenges the scholarly convention that we have entered an era of a new, pro-EU 
regionalism that is rooted in inclusivity and cosmopolitanism. Instead, using the case studies 
of Spain and France, I show that there exist two distinct types of regionalism today: the more 
parochial and “backwards” exclusive regionalism that is opposed to European integration and 
the more inclusive and Europhile inclusive regionalism. In both cases, particular attention is 
paid to the way that strong regional identity functions in minority nations (Catalonia, Basque 
Country, Corsica, and Brittany). I then apply the concepts developed in the case study 
chapters to a cross-national analysis of territorial identity across the EU-27 member states, 
and show that in Europe as a whole, exclusive regionalism is associated with greater 
Euroscepticism than any other type of territorial identity. Large-N statistical analysis is 
employed throughout, and a novel measure to capture territorial identity is developed across 
the dissertation.  
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Chapter 1 
 
Introduction 
 
 The impact of national identity on European attachment and support for integration 
has been well documented in the identity literature. We know, for example, that an exclusive 
national identity predisposes individuals against Europe, while multiple or inclusive 
identities allow loyalty to be transferred with relative ease to a higher-order territorial level, 
such as Europe. We also know that the extent to which exclusive identity depresses European 
identity formation or support for integration varies, and is dependent on political 
entrepreneurs, such as parties and the media, and their willingness to exploit identity for 
political gain. 
 A similarly systematic study of regional identity, and the way that it fits together with 
national and European identities, has not yet emerged. This is surprising, given that the 
region has become a significant actor in the EU. To the extent that this increased role goes 
together with a shift in individual loyalties from the national to the regional level, this could 
have serious ramifications for the economic and cultural coherence of the nation-state. 
 The presumption in the literature is that a strong regional identity predisposes 
individuals to be more attached to Europe, at the expense of the nation-state. For example, 
Thomas Risse (2010) argues that Spanish regionalism correlates very positively with pro-
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European attitudes, but is simultaneously anti-Spanish. For strong and distinctive regions, the 
EU serves as a means of circumventing the state, leading to greater support for European 
integration (Keating 1998; Hooghe and Marks 1996, 2001; Marks et al. 1996; Keating and 
Hooghe 2001; Fleurke and Willemse 2006). However, there has been little empirical testing 
of this presumption. Furthermore, the literature often fails to make the distinction between 
regional/national minority actors, such as political parties and elites, and the public at large. 
The assumption is that national minority actors and citizens feel similarly about Europe and 
integration. However, studies of elite versus public opinion in the EU have shown that the 
public is generally more Eurosceptic (Hooghe, 2003). There is no reason to think that this 
relationship would not hold for distinctive regions. Even if regional elites in distinctive 
regions may be more favorably disposed to Europe, the same may not be true for their 
publics. 
 The purpose of this project is to use quantitative analysis to explore the relationship 
between regional identity and European integration using public opinion data: Does an 
exclusive regional identity exist in Europe, and if so, what kind of impact does it have on 
European attachment? Are the causal logics that connect regional identity with Europeanness 
different or similar to the ones that connect national identity with Europeanness? More 
broadly, how do the different identity configurations (local, regional, national) in multilevel 
polities affect attachment to Europe and condition support for integration? Are the effects of 
different identity configurations uniform or varied across EU regions?  
 
THEORETICAL PUZZLE 
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 Much of the recent literature on territorial identity in Europe has drawn on social 
identity theory to explain how multiple or nested identities impact support for European 
integration. Most individuals hold multiple identities and have developed mechanisms for 
negotiating and reconciling these identities (Hermann and Brewer 2004; Hooghe and Marks 
2005; Citrin and Sides 2004; Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 2001; Risse 2010; Moreno 1986, 
2006; Marks, 1999; Martínez-Herrera, 2002; Llamazares and Marks, 2006; Llamazares and 
Reinares, 1999; Berg 2007). In the context of Europe, many EU citizens exhibit a positive 
attachment to the nation and Europe, as well as to the region (Hooghe and Marks 2001, 
Medrano and Gutierrez 2001, Citrin and Sides 2004). More specifically, studies have shown 
that strong feelings of attachment to one’s nation or region do not, on average, automatically 
predispose, an individual to have a lower attachment to Europe or to support integration less. 
Quite the contrary, in certain cases, individuals with strong national and regional attachments 
may also be strongly attached to Europe (Diez Medrano and Gutierrez 2001, Marks 1999). 
 The key to understanding how strong national attachment impacts support for 
European integration lies in the conceptualization of national identity. On the one hand, 
individuals may hold an inclusive national identity, where strong attachment to the national 
level does not preclude strong attachment to the European level, but rather encourages deeper 
ties to Europe (Citrin and Sides 2004; Hooghe and Marks 2005; Diez Medrano and 
Gutierrez; Marks 1999; Risse 2003). On the other hand, an individual may have an exclusive 
national identity, where strong attachment to the nation prevents the formation of a European 
identity and deflates attachment to the European level (Carey 2002; McLaren 2002, 2006). It 
is precisely these exclusive nationals who exhibit lower levels of support for integration. 
Hence, what is important is not the strength of an individual’s attachment to the nation, but 
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the way in which national identity fits together with other territorial identities. Does an 
individual conceive his national identity as one of many, (be it first, second, or third), or as 
the first and only possible territorial identity? 
 My research builds on the social identity theory approach to understanding European 
attachment and support for integration by extending the inclusive/exclusive identity 
framework to the regional level. Whether or not an exclusive regional identity dampens 
attachment to Europe much like an exclusive national identity has gone untested. We assume 
that a lower-order identity behaves in a manner similar to a higher-order identity, but why 
should it? 
 There is good reason to believe that this might not be the case. For one, while all 
nations in Europe are endowed with a strong national identity, characterized by distinct 
features of that nation, not all regions have a distinct regional identity. While some regions 
may be associated with a certain ethnicity (Basque Country), language (Catalonia), political 
arrangement with the nation (Scotland), or economic situation (the Italian Northern regions), 
other regions may lack a distinctive feature. Here, a regional identity might not be salient, 
and may have no impact on European attachment. There is bound to be greater variation in 
the salience and content of regional than national identity throughout Europe, and this 
generates more variation in how regional identity relates to European identity. 
 Second, an exclusive regional identity, particularly in distinctive regions, may have a 
different effect on European identity and support for integration than an exclusive national 
identity. Keating (1996, 1998) and Risse (2010) argue that in some distinctive regions, such 
as the Basque Country and Catalonia, an antagonistic relationship exists between the regional 
and national levels, but not between the regional and European levels. In Spain, a strong 
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regional identity goes together with a strong European identity – with Brussels against 
Madrid. The “enemy of my enemy is my friend” phenomenon therefore leads one to expect 
that exclusive regionalists may have a higher level of attachment to Europe—quite contrary 
to what one would expect from exclusive nationalists. 
 A competing hypothesis, and the one ventured here, is that individuals with an 
exclusive regional identity may be more hostile to Europe and integration than those with an 
exclusive national identity. The reason is that an exclusive regional identity could be 
evidence of parochialism. With the growing heterogeneity and multiplicity of identities in an 
ever-enlarging EU, citizens may fail to see their preferences addressed or realized at the EU 
level, as well as find little common ground with citizens in other countries or regions 
(Karolewski 2007). In this case, a strong exclusive regional identity will preclude the 
individual from forming any attachment to Europe (Inglehart 1970) or from supporting 
further integration (Olsson 2007). As I elaborate below, there is little empirical evidence to 
support the theory of region and Brussels versus the nation—at least at the individual level. 
Quite the contrary, individuals residing in distinctive regions may well be more prone to 
having an exclusive regional identity that negatively impacts attachment to Europe because 
they are better able to see themselves as a small group of insiders pitted against a large group 
of outsiders threatening their distinctive culture, political institutions, or economic standing. 
 
DATA AND METHODOLOGY 
 The analysis presented here makes use of three different sources of data: the Centro 
de Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS) 2006 Survey from Spain, the Observatoire 
Interrégionale de Politique (OIP) 2001 survey from France, and the European Values Study 
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(EVS) 2008 international survey, to evaluate these questions. I use OLS regression, 
maximum likelihood estimation, and multilevel modeling. My goal is to show that regional 
identity is critical to our understanding of how territorial identities fit together, that some 
identity configurations support the development of a strong European identity while others 
impede it, but that regional identity drives public opinion about European integration only to 
a limited degree. 
 To test the impact of territorial identity on support for integration, I construct a new 
measure—territorial identity configurations (TIC)—which I employ across all three papers 
(Spain, France, and the cross-national analysis). The measure is constructed from questions 
that ask respondents for the strength of their attachment to various levels. These ratings allow 
us to simultaneously track how strongly a respondent identifies with all the territorial levels 
(strength) and how these attachments relate to one another (fit). Furthermore, to evaluate 
whether territorial identity has a different impact in distinctive versus non-distinctive regions, 
I run separate regressions for minority nations in the Spanish and French papers, and control 
for regional distinctiveness in the cross-national analysis. This approach allows me to 
compare the effects of exclusive regionalism across different countries and different types of 
regions. 
 
PAPERS 
 For my first paper, I develop and hone my theory of exclusive regionalism within the 
Spanish context. Spain makes for an informative case study of territorial identity because it is 
a semi- federal state with a history of strong independent regions. We therefore should find 
evidence of strong regional identities. Additionally, out of its seventeen Comunidades 
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Autonomas (Autonomous Communities or regions) three have national minority status: the 
Basque Country, Catalonia and Galicia. In this paper, I seek to explain the psychological 
mechanisms behind exclusionary and inclusionary tendencies by grounding the discussion of 
territorial identities in the optimal distinctiveness theory approach (Brewer 1999). I detail the 
merits of using the territorial identity configurations measure and compare it to a more 
frequently-used measure, the Moreno identity question. I use OLS regression to test the 
validity of both measures, and find that the TIC measure more accurately captures exclusive 
regionalism. Using the 2006 CIS data, I show that exclusive regionalists, on average, are less 
attached to Europe than individuals with an inclusive identity and exclusive nationalists. The 
separate regressions for Basque Country and Catalonia show interesting and divergent 
results. Exclusive regionalism in Basque Country has a significantly stronger dampening 
effect on European attachment than in the rest of Spain, while this effect is not present in 
Catalonia. This leads me to conclude that we can at least partially refute the hypothesis that 
minority nationalists are more pre-disposed towards Europe. The results of the Basque and 
Catalan regressions also highlight that the impact of territorial identity is bound to vary not 
just across counties, but also across country regions as well.  
 The second paper extends the analysis to the French regions. France makes for an 
excellent case study for a number of reasons. First, it has outstanding regional-level data with 
indications of strong territorial identities, but has attracted little interest in the past. Second, it 
allows examination of regional identity in the context of a relatively centralized state 
structure, which provides a contrast with Spain’s semi-federal structure and a robustness test 
of the regional identity argument developed in the first paper. Thirdly, France has two 
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minority nations, Corsica and Bretagne, which exhibit different types of regional identity and 
this provides opportunity for a dual comparison—within France and with Spain.  
 The paper makes a two-step argument. I first explore the antecedents of regionalism, 
and then test their usefulness in explaining political attitudes. Drawing upon the new 
regionalism framework developed by Keating (1998), the paper begins by examining 
whether two types of regionalists exist: the conservative, past-oriented traditional 
regionalists, and the progressive, future-oriented modern regionalists. The analysis critically 
discusses the affinities between traditional regionalism and exclusive regionalism, and 
between modern regionalism and inclusive regionalism. ANOVA means testing confirms 
that there are indeed two distinct types of regionalists, but it casts doubt on the assertion that 
exclusive regionalists are more traditional and past-oriented than inclusive regionalists.  
 Next I test the impact of these two types of regional identity on three kinds of 
political attitudes: attachment to Europe, support for European integration, and preference for 
greater decentralization of power. The maximum likelihood analysis shows that much as in 
the case of Spain, exclusive regionalists are less likely to be attached to Europe, and less 
likely to support integration. This relationship is only statistically significant for European 
attachment, and so the causal power of regional identity for shaping political attitudes is 
delimited. Contrary to expectation, exclusive regionalists are more in favor of economic and 
cultural decentralization policies than inclusive regionalists. The separate regression results 
for Corsica and Brittany echo the findings in the Spanish paper. Regional identity in Corsica 
has a much greater causal effect on political attitudes than in Brittany.  
 The third paper extends the previous two analyses to the cross-regional level. Using 
the 2008 EVS survey, I explore the impact of the territorial identity configurations measure 
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on support for European integration across 325 regions in 27 EU-member states. In addition 
to testing the effects of an individual-level regional identity, I also examine the impact of the 
distinctive identity of the region. One of the contributions of this paper is the development of 
a coding scheme to chart minority nationalism and distinctive regionalism across both 
Western and Eastern European member states. I identify four types of distinctive regions: 
minority nations (regions with a distinctive culture and autonomist aspirations), distinctive 
regions without autonomist aspirations, economic “overachievers”, and economic “laggards”.  
Using a multilevel model, I test for the impact of both individual-level and regional-level 
identity. The analysis shows that while there is variation in support for integration at the 
regional level, most of the variation is at the individual level. The TIC measure performs well 
in explaining support for integration, and solidifies the findings of the previous two papers. 
Exclusive regionalists across Europe are less likely to support integration than exclusive 
nationalists and inclusive identitarians. Furthermore, respondents from minority nations are 
less predisposed towards Europe.  
 Taken as a whole, the three articles point to the fact regional identity is a significant 
predictor of public opinion attitudes on a host of important political issues. Furthermore, 
there is evidence in these three papers that regional identity, particularly when it is not 
combined with other identities, is more hostile than friendly towards European integration. 
Although the impact of regional identity on EU support is likely to vary across regions, the 
cross-regional analysis here shows that the effects of regional identity are fairly stable across 
all of Europe.  
Chapter 2 
 
Peeling Back the Layers: Territorial Identity and EU Support in 
Spain1 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 The impact of national identity on European attachment and support for integration 
has been well documented in the identity literature. We know, for example, that an exclusive 
national identity predisposes individuals against Europe, while nested and inclusive identities 
allow loyalty to be transferred with relative ease to a higher-order territorial level, such as 
Europe. We also know that the extent to which exclusive identity depresses European 
identity formation or support for integration varies, and is dependent on political 
entrepreneurs, such as parties and the media, and their willingness to exploit identity for 
political gain.  
  A similarly systematic study of regional identity, and the way that it fits together with 
national and European identities, has not yet emerged. The presumption in the literature is 
                                                 
1 A previous draft of this paper was presented at the 2010 Midwest Political Science Association, Chicago, IL, 
April 22-25.  
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that a strong regional identity, typically found in regions populated by minority nationals,2 
predisposes individuals to be more attached to Europe, at the expense of the nation-state. For 
example, Thomas Risse (2010: 71) argues that Spanish regionalism correlates positively with 
pro-European attitudes but is simultaneously anti-Spanish. However, there has been very 
little empirical testing of this presumption. Furthermore, the handful of studies that do 
attempt to test the impact of a strong regional identity (Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 2001; 
Carey, 2002) make no distinction between inclusive and exclusive identity, potentially 
diluting and compromising their findings. 
 This paper explores the impact of a strong regional identity on European attachment 
in the Spanish regions. I develop a new measure sensitive to the variation in regional identity 
types that allows one to distinguish among nested, inclusive and exclusive identities, while 
also accounting for minority nationalist identity. Using a 2006 survey conducted by the 
Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS),3 I carry out a large-N statistical analysis to 
examine how different identity configurations affect attachment to Europe. My findings 
partly extend mainstream arguments with respect to identity and European integration to the    
                                                 
2 The term “minority nationalism” is used here to refer to the assertion of sovereignty by culturally, ethnically, 
or historically distinct minority groups that are located in a well-defined territory (region) within a larger state, 
(see Keating, 1996; Keating and McGarry, 2001). While a few national minority groups threaten secession, 
most realize the benefits of belonging to a well-established state order. Moore (2001: 48) points out that most 
minority nationalists do not seek to resurrect the traditional sovereign nation-state on an even smaller scale, but 
instead try to assert the right of self-determination or autonomy within the existing state order. In Spain, 
minority nationalism is manifested in the “stateless nations” or “historical nationalities” of Basque Country, 
Catalonia, and Galicia. The 1978 Spanish Constitution recognizes these three regions as “historical 
nationalities” within the Spanish state, and reserves a special status for them based on the fact that they are 
“distinct societies”, (Moreno, 2006). The 1978 Constitution granted the historical nationalities autonomy 
through a fast and simplified process, and initially allocated them more extensive political functions. To this 
day, the Basque Country, along with Navarra, has its own fiscal regime that allows it to raise its own taxes and 
negotiate a transfer to Madrid to pay for common services (Keating, 2006).  The Basque Country, Catalonia, 
and Navarra also keep their own police force. 
 
3 The CIS 2006 dataset, titled La Identidad Nacional en España, is available through the Centro de 
Investigaciones Sociológicas website at http://www.cis.es/cis/opencms/ES/index.html, study number 2667.  
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realm of regional identity, but they also provide a significant correction. First, consistent with 
arguments on nested versus exclusive national identity, I find that a nested regional identity 
leads to a greater attachment to Europe, while an exclusive regional identity leads to less 
attachment to Europe. However, contrary to conventional wisdom, an exclusive regional 
identity in Spain dampens attachment to Europe much more than an exclusive national 
identity. Furthermore, minority nationals in Spain have a weaker attachment to Europe than 
individuals with both nested and exclusive national identities.  
This paper builds on social identity theory to analyze the relationship between 
national and regional identity and European attachment, and is structured in the following 
way. In the next section, I summarize the literature on social identity theory as it has been 
applied to territorial identity in Europe and discuss how individual regional identities may 
affect European attachment. Then I establish expectations about how collective territorial 
identity configurations in the EU may structure European identity by focusing on the 
variation in region types. Next, I introduce two measures for operationalizing different 
identity configurations. After discussing the results of the analysis and placing them in the 
Spanish context, I conclude by suggesting future avenues for research.  
 
2.1 SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY, TERRITORIAL IDENTITIES, AND 
ATTACHMENT TO EUROPE: HYPOTHESES 
 Political scientists have drawn on social psychology literature to explain how 
individuals conceive of and process their identities. Social, or group, identity serves a dual 
function: differentiation and inclusion/equivalence (Calhoun, 1994; Brewer, 1993, 1999; 
Brewer and Gardner, 1996). Brewer’s (1999: 188) optimal distinctiveness theory “postulates 
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that social identity is derived from the opposing forces of two universal human motives – the 
need for inclusion and assimilation, on the one hand, and the need for differentiation from 
others on the other”. The desire for belonging associated with the need for inclusion 
motivates immersion in social groups, while the need for differentiation drives individuation 
and personal identity. Since most individuals are simultaneously members of many social 
and cultural groups it is possible that different social identities might be combined in order to 
satisfy both differentiation and inclusion. Brewer (1999: 190) writes that, “The superordinate 
identity satisfies the need for secure inclusion in a large collective, while the subgroup 
identity serves the need for distinctiveness within the larger social category”. 
 
2.1.1 Nested or Inclusive Identities versus Exclusive Identity 
 Within the context of the EU, national and European identities could serve two 
distinct functions. A strong national identity satisfies the individual’s needs for 
differentiation—I am Spanish and thus different from the French or Italians—while a strong 
European identity satisfies the need for inclusion—we are all European. This is consistent 
with surveys that show that many EU citizens hold a strong national and European identity 
simultaneously, (see Hooghe and Marks, 2005; Citrin and Sides, 2004; Diez Medrano and 
Gutierrez, 2001). Willingness to grant the EU authority over daily life requires some 
identification with Europe, but not one that prioritizes Europe over the state or regional group 
(Risse, 2003). The argument about this dual inclusion/differentiation function of identity is 
most often made in relation to national and European identity, but it could be at work at a 
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lower-order level of identification as well, with regional identity serving the need for 
differentiation and national or European identity serving the need for inclusion.4  
 Optimal distinctiveness theory posits that individuals can reconcile lower-order and 
higher-order identities with relative ease. Feelings of strong regional identification in one 
political context do not necessarily interfere with feelings of national identification in another 
context. This has been born out in public opinion studies of national and regional identity in 
Spain and the United Kingdom, both states with fairly autonomous regions and significant 
minority nationalist movements. Moreno (2006), who has greatly contributed to the study of 
dual identity in Europe, argues that citizens in sub-state minority nations or regions 
incorporate, in variable proportions, both the ethnoterritorial (regional) identity and the state 
(national) identity. Moreno (2006: 2) writes that, “As a result of this, citizens share their 
institutional loyalties at both levels of political legitimacy without any apparent fracture 
between them”. 
 In a study of dual identity in Spain, Moreno, Arriba and Serrano (1998) find that in all 
17 Comunidades Autónomas a high proportion of citizens claim some form of dual identity. 
Between 1990-1995, around 70 per cent of all Spaniards indicated that they felt some 
combination of regional and national identity, while 30 per cent identified with either their 
                                                 
4 It is also possible to take this argument about the inclusion/differentiation dimension to an even lower-order 
level, where regional identity serves the need for inclusion and a local identity serves the need for 
differentiation. In this scenario, regional identity can be seen as simultaneously serving a dual function of 
inclusion within a regional community and differentiation from other parts of the national community. Although 
very little work has been done on this phenomenon, one study, at least, seems to corroborate this hypothesis. In 
their analysis of the way local and regional identities are portrayed on television in Aquitaine, Scriven and 
Roberts (2001: 594) find that the primary news channel, FR3 Aquitaine, takes regional identity as an “interim 
point between tangible grassroots local identity and a more abstract, diffuse national identity”. When news 
coverage is focused on the current events of the region only, there is a clear divide between some aspects of the 
interests of urban and rural communities on a local level. However, this local divide diminishes in significance 
when the traditions and heritage of the region are seen as being under threat from the national government. 
While I acknowledge this possible dual function of regional identity, for the sake of clarity, I treat both local 
and regional identity, when taken alone, as serving the differentiation function in this analysis. Future research, 
however, may wish to explore this duality in greater detail. 
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region or Spain exclusively. 5 Hence, shared, rather than conflicting, territorial identities 
appears to be the norm in Spain, (see also Marks, 1999; Martínez-Herrera, 2002; Llamazares 
and Marks, 2006; Llamazares and Reinares, 1999). A similar trend is observable in the UK, 
where a majority of English, Welsh, and Scottish citizens assert a dual regional and British 
identity (Bond and Rosie, 2008; Moreno, 2006).  
 There are two limitations to optimal distinctiveness theory as applied to the study of 
territorial identity. First, the theory was originally formulated to account for the relationship 
between two social identities; it does not speak to the possibility of more than two identities. 
This is problematic because EU scholars acknowledge that there are at least three territorial 
levels that elicit feelings of attachment or identification in individuals – the subnational, 
national, and supranational (Marks, 1999; Hooghe and Marks, 2001; Diez Medrano and 
Gutierrez, 2001; Carey, 2002; Risse, 2010; Berg, 2007).  
 The most common way of conceptualizing territorial identity relations in the EU has 
been to think of them as nested, either as concentric circles (Bruter, 2004), such as layers of 
an onion, or as Russian Matrushka dolls (Risse, 2001, 2010). As Berg (2007: 46) points out, 
“In its ideal form, nested territorial attachments are perceived as completely vertically 
                                                 
5 Of course, Spain is special case in the proportion of citizens holding a shared territorial identity. As Moreno, 
Arriba and Serrano (1998: 71) acknowledge, the existence dual identity in most of the Comunidades Autónomas 
is largely correlated with the setting up of regional legislatures and governments in the 1980s, which preserved 
local identities and projected the political aspirations of these sub-state communities. In European states where 
regions have not been granted high levels of autonomy (e.g., France, Portugal), we should not expect to see 
such a large proportion of dual identifiers because the regional level lacks saliency as an important or effective 
political actor. Indeed, Martínez-Herrera (2002) shows that, in Spain, identification with one’s region increased 
with the adoption of the 1978 Constitution, which significantly extended the powers of the Comunidades 
Autónomas. This effect was particularly strong in the historical nationalities of Basque Country, Catalonia, and 
Galicia.  
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compatible (and even mutually amplifying), from one level to the next”. Being strongly 
attached to one level provokes strong attachment to additional levels.6 
 Two recent studies underscore the mutually amplifying nature of territorial identity. A 
quantitative study by Medrano and Gutierrez (2001) analyzing the relationship between 
regional, national, and European identity in Spain finds that people who identify strongly 
with their region or with Spain also identify strongly with Europe. However, while this study 
takes an important step towards demonstrating that a strong single territorial identity 
encourages European attachment, it does not directly speak to nested identities theory 
because it fails to account for individuals who feel attached to the regional and the national 
levels simultaneously. A qualitative study by Schrijver (2004) also shows that, in France, 
regional and national identities are not mutually exclusive; strong regional attachment tends 
to go together with strong national attachment. However, Schrijver does not elaborate on the 
relationship between regional or national identity and European identity.  
 The second limitation of optimal distinctiveness theory is that it has little to say about 
conflicting lower-order and higher-order identities. While Brewer (1999) concedes that the 
relative importance of superordinate and subordinate identity groups may shift from one 
occasion to the other, the theory does not tell us whether--or when--the differentiation motive 
may conflict with the inclusion motive or eclipse it altogether.  
Some recent literature has emphasized that national identity can be exclusive (Carey, 
2002; Hooghe and Marks, 2005; McLaren, 2002). According to Carey (2002), this could be 
                                                 
6 One current challenge for identity scholars is to explain the causal mechanisms behind the mutually 
amplifying aspect of nested identities. Why is it that the more territorial identities people hold the more 
predisposed they are to tacking on another identity? Optimal distinctiveness theory does not speak to this puzzle 
directly, but it is possible that individuals who hold nested identities are more concerned with satisfying their 
need for inclusion and assimilation rather than their need for differentiation. It is also possible that the tendency 
to accumulate identities is motivated by individuals’ quest for consistency in beliefs or affects, which 
psychologists have argued is a basic human desire (Sears, 1993; Sears and Funk, 1991). 
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the dominant pattern; he argues that the stronger the bond that an individual feels towards the 
nation, the less likely that the individual will approve of measures that decrease national 
influence over economics and politics. This leads to a relationship where a strong national 
identity reduces support for European integration.7 McLaren (2002) is more nuanced and 
shows that exclusive national identity and anti-Europeanism tend to reinforce one another for 
the subgroup of individuals who care deeply about the preservation of their national culture.   
 The bottom line is that, when conceptualizing territorial identities, it is useful to 
consider both the way various territorial identities fit together and the strength of attachment 
to a particular territorial level (Citrin and Sides, 2004; Hooghe and Marks, 2008a). Does an 
individual conceive his national identity as one of many, (be it first, second, or third), or as 
the first and only possible territorial identity?  
 One can think of nested and exclusive identities as two opposing ideal types (Berg, 
2007). A person with a nested identity, whom I refer to as a nested identitarian, exhibits 
strong attachment to all three levels – local, regional, and national – while a person with an 
exclusive identity has a strong attachment to only one. Between these two opposing identity 
types are individuals with an inclusive identity who feel strongly attached to two territorial 
levels – be it local and regional, regional and national, or local and national. While an 
                                                 
7 One of the problems in ascertaining the content of European identity, and identifying the causal mechanisms 
that lead to its development, is that the literature tends to confound European identity and support for European 
integration (Bruter, 2003).  The two are frequently used as proxies. Theoretically, there is reason to believe that 
the two are not synonymous (Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 2001). On the one hand, a European identity implies 
a sense of attachment or belonging to Europe in general, however broadly Europe is defined. On the other, 
support for European integration implies support for the EU’s institutions, and to a certain extent the ceding of 
national authority over some policy domains. Hence, an individual may feel a strong attachment to Europe, but 
not to the EU – and vice versa (Risse, 2010). Although the two may go hand in hand, scholars must be careful 
to not equate the two concepts. However, it is also reasonable to believe that European identity and support for 
integration are closely related. Indeed, Carey (2002) finds that greater attachment to Europe does translate into 
greater support for the EU, and Hooghe and Marks (2005) point out that the two are strongly correlated (R= 
.30). Most of the theoretical implications of territorial identity have been developed in relation to its support for 
integration, while only a handful of studies have used European identity as the dependent variable. However, at 
least one of these studies (Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 2001) has found that these theoretical implications do 
hold for European identity, at least in the case of strong national and regional identities. 
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inclusive identity should also allow for easier identification with a higher level, it falls one 
level short of being truly nested. 
  Although the trend in the literature is to treat nested and inclusive identities as 
synonymous (Marks, 1999; Hooghe and Marks, 2005; Citrin and Sides, 2004), there are 
conceptual differences.8 Therefore, I treat these two groups as distinct. I expect that nested 
identitarians, for whom the inclusion/assimilation need appears to be greatest, will have a 
higher level of attachment to the supranational level than individuals with an inclusive 
identity.  
 
Hypothesis 1: Individuals with an inclusive identity have higher levels of attachment to 
Europe than individuals with an exclusive identity, with nested identitarians exhibiting the 
highest level of European attachment.    
 
2.1.2 Exclusive National versus Exclusive Regional Identity  
 One prominent way of measuring the effects of exclusive and inclusive identity on 
support for integration has been through a standard Eurobarometer question, (see Marks, 
1999; Hooghe and Marks, 2005, 2008b; de Vries and Edwards, 2009; Citrin and Sides, 
2004). The question asks respondents: “In the near future, do you see yourself as (1)  
                                                 
8 It is understandable why previous scholars have blurred the distinction between nested and inclusive identities. 
The common use of the Eurobarometer question to measure nested identities asks respondents to order their 
attachment to the national and European levels only; it allows inference only about the relationship between 
these two levels. While some scholars have taken this as evidence of nested identities, this inference could be 
misleading. A person who answers that she feels national and European may indeed have a nested identity – she 
may also feel strong attachment to the local and regional levels. However, she may not feel any attachment to 
the local or regional level. Because nested identities are ordered from lowest to highest and are meant to be 
mutually amplifying, this respondent is not a nested identitarian. Therefore, the only inference we can make 
from the Eurobarometer question is whether the respondent has an inclusive identity. 
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[nationality] only, (2) [nationality] and European, (3) European and [nationality], or (4) 
European only?”, (see Eurobarometer Survey 60.1). Individuals who answer that they feel 
“[nationality] only” are coded as having an exclusive identity, while all others are coded as 
having one that is inclusive. Cross-national statistical analyses by these authors show that an 
exclusive identity does indeed have a negative impact on support for integration. 
 There are a number of problems with this measure. First, the question does not ask 
about the intensity of attachment. The core of the nested identities argument, where identities 
are mutually amplifying, is not captured by the question. Hence it tells us little about how the 
nested identities theory performs. As I show below, weak identities in themselves dampen 
attachment to Europe more than an exclusive national identity does. 
 The second problem is the way that national and European identities are 
conceptualized. The wording of the question implies a zero-sum relationship (Bruter, 2003). 
Respondents must choose whether they feel national or European first, as if being one always 
takes something away from being the other. A more accurate question would include an 
additional category where respondents can state that they feel equally national and European. 
This option would better capture the essence of multiple strong identities. 
 The third problem is that the question ignores people who feel strongly attached to 
their locality or region. We assume that a lower-order identity behaves in a manner similar to 
a higher-order identity, but why should it? 
 There are two possible ways that an exclusive regional identity may differ from an 
exclusive national identity in the way it impacts European attachment. On the one hand, 
regional exclusivists may be more likely to support the European project than exclusive 
nationalists. While integration saps power away form the national level, it has the potential to 
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empower the regional level in a number of ways. As Marks and Wilson (2000: 463) point 
out, “Over the past fifteen years, the EU has become part of a multi-level polity in which 
European institutions share authoritative power with national and subnational governments in 
a variety of policy areas, including environmental policy, competition, social policy, regional 
policy and communications policy.” The EU has greatly changed the opportunities structure 
for regions as political actors. The Committee of Regions and the regional offices in Brussels 
allow for the region to bypass their national governments and effect policy more directly on a 
European level (Marks and Wilson, 2000; Llamazares and Marks, 2006; Risse, 2010).  
 Furthermore, Ohmae (1995) claims that the functional imperatives of economic 
restructuring at the global level are breaking down nation-states in favor of trading “regional 
states.” The single European market reduces the economic penalty for regional political 
autonomy because regional firms continue to have access to the European market, (Marks 
and Wilson, 2000: 438). In other words, the EU’s open borders allow regions to compete 
economically on a transnational level, effectively sidestepping the nation-state.  
 Hence, what we should see emerging in the EU regions is a type of cosmopolitan 
localism, where societal interests are aimed at both developing a sense of local community 
and participating simultaneously in the international context (Moreno, 1999; 2006). Regions 
are no longer confined within their national borders, but have become an element in 
European and international politics. Furthermore, regional elites and political parties have 
picked up the issue of integration and have attempted to marshal support in favor of Europe 
by activating and constructing a new regional identity that is complementary to the process of 
integration (Keating, 1998; Schrijver, 2004). Based on these developments, we can 
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hypothesize regional exclusivists who maintain their antagonism towards the national level, 
but are more accepting of Europe than their exclusive nationalist counterparts.  
 On the other hand, it is also possible to envision an exclusive regionalism that is even 
more hostile to the idea of Europe than an exclusive nationalism. While economic integration 
provides the region with the opportunity to be a powerful and independent economic actor, it 
also opens up the potential for an influx of foreign capital and labor, and undermines national 
sovereignty (Hooghe and Marks, 2008b). This increased labor mobility, particularly in the 
form of immigrants from outside Western Europe, threatens the cultural homogeneity of the 
region (Jolly, 2007). Hence, if like exclusive nationalists, exclusive regionalists are 
concerned with the protection of regional culture, then they are likely to view this new labor 
as both a cultural threat that dilutes the content of their regional identity and an economic 
threat that redistributes their resources from the in-group to the out-group.  
In fact, we should expect to see that exclusive regionalists are even more hostile to 
integration than exclusive nationalists because this type of regional identity is closely 
associated with parochialism (Keating, 1998; Berg, 2007). Parochial practices are 
characterized by refusing to cooperate or trade with outsiders because this lowers the returns 
to members of parochial networks (Bowles and Gintis, 2004: 5). With the growing 
heterogeneity and multiplicity of identities in an ever-enlarging EU, regionalists may fail to 
see their preferences addressed or realized at the EU level (Karolewski, 2007: 27-8), and may 
wish to protect their parochial networks from EU encroachment. In accordance with optimal 
distinctiveness theory, the threat to group distinctiveness and autonomy motivates over-
exclusion and intergroup differentiation for regional exclusivists (Brewer and Roccas, 2001).  
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A public opinion study of Spanish territorial identity by Llamazares and Reinares 
(1999) appears to support the latter conjecture. Analyzing a set of questions from the CIS 
1996 survey on national and regional identity in Spain, the authors find that respondents who 
claim to feel attachment to their region only are, on average, less likely to identify with 
Europe than respondents who claim to feel only Spanish. In fact, individuals who feel more 
attached to their region than to Spain, are less attached to Europe than those who identify 
with both levels equally, or those that are more attached to Spain than to their region. 
Unfortunately, while the authors do find that these differences are significant at the .05 level, 
they stop short at including these different identity categories in a multivariate statistical 
analysis. Nonetheless, their findings suggest that in general, strong attachment to the region 
dampens identification with Europe.  
 
Hypothesis 2: Individuals with an exclusive regional identity have lower levels of attachment 
to Europe than individuals with an exclusive national identity.  
 
2.1.3 Exclusive Regional Identity: Distinctive versus Non-Distinctive Regions 
 All European nations are endowed with a, more or less, strong national identity. 
However, not all regions have a distinct objective identity. Some regions may be associated 
with a certain ethnicity (Basque Country), language (Catalonia), political arrangement with 
the nation (Scotland), or economic situation (the Italian Northern regions), while others may 
lack a distinctive feature. There is great variation in the salience and content of regional 
identity throughout Europe.  
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The strength and content of regional identity depends on a plethora of specific and 
contingent factors (Karolewski, 2007), and the causal effects of identifying exclusively with 
the region may differ between distinctive (minority nationalist) and non-distinctive regions. 
An exclusive regional identity in the historic nationalities of Catalonia, the Basque Country, 
or Galicia, could be more politically consequential than in Valencia, Castile and Leon, or 
Madrid.  
On the one hand, citizens residing in distinctive regions may feel they have more to 
lose economically or culturally in the integration process than their non-distinctive regional 
counterparts, and an exclusive regional identity may exacerbate the already low levels of 
attachment to Europe and the EU. Conversely, individuals from distinctive regions may 
perceive the EU as a guardian of regional interests in Europe (Keating, 1996; 2006).  
In line with the first scenario, Börzel suggests that Europeanization actually dis-
empowers the Spanish regions because it leads to the transfer of domestic competencies to 
the European level, where decision-making powers are concentrated in the hands of member 
states (Börzel, 1999: 587). Consequently, distinctive Spanish regions have lost some of their 
autonomous jurisdiction that they initially gained under 1978 Constitution. In her study of the 
Basque Country, Bourne (2003), finds that integration has, in fact, dis-empowered the region 
vis-à-vis the central government by removing the powers granted in the Basque Autonomy 
Statute. 
Hence, the first scenario assumes that in stateless nations, a pre-existing antagonistic 
relationship between regional and national identities is simply extended to the European 
level. When regional and national identities are incompatible, regional and European identity 
will also be incompatible. In this case, minority nationalists see themselves as a small group 
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of insiders pitted against a large group of outsiders threatening their distinctive culture, 
political institutions, or economic standing.  
The second scenario, advanced by Risse (2010) and Keating (1996), posits some kind 
of trade-off in stateless nations between the three types of identity, whereby antagonism 
between regional and national identities is balanced by a positive relationship between 
regional and European identities. The “enemy of my enemy is my friend” phenomenon leads 
one to expect that minority nationals may have a higher level of attachment to Europe. 
Indeed, Carey (2002) finds some evidence for this in his analysis of a British Household 
Panel Study (2000). His results indicate that respondents who identify themselves as Scottish, 
Welsh, Irish, or Northern Irish, on average, are significantly more likely to support the EU 
than their English counterparts.   
 The explanation for this is related to the particular political opportunity structure of 
the EU, which empowers the regions (Marks et al., 1996; Hooghe and Marks, 2001) and 
allows them to coordinate their strategies (Llamazares and Marks, 2006). Llamazares and 
Marks (2006) argue that prior to the World War II era, the logic of conflict for 
ethnoterritorial regions was bipolar, pitting the region against the state. Regions like the 
Basque Country, that straddled national borders, developed along different lines in each 
country, and were prevented by national governments from forming alliances between 
subnational actors located in other states. However, European integration has removed these 
barriers for regional communication and coordination by making stateless nations legitimate 
actors in an international arena.   
Additionally, minority nationals may perceive the EU as a champion of minority 
rights, given its policy of protecting regional and lesser-used languages (Laitin, 2001: 98). In 
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this way, European integration has strengthened minority nationalist identity, while 
simultaneously protecting it. Therefore, while respondents from distinctive regions may 
claim to identify exclusively with their region, rather than the nation, this antagonism should 
not be extended to the European level.   
While there is no consensus on this debate, the dominant view is that actors from 
“distinctive” regions are empowered by the EU in relation to the central government of their 
country, and may be much more likely to develop a European identity and support 
integration. But this is a mechanism pitched at regional governments. Does it also make 
sense for individual attitudes? The discussion above leads me to propose one final 
hypothesis:  
    
Hypothesis 3: Individuals residing in distinctive regions with a minority nationalist identity 
have higher levels of attachment to Europe than their non-minority nationalist counterparts. 
 
 To test these hypotheses, I employ two different measures of exclusive regional 
identity. The first is derived from the Moreno question and is comparable to the 
Eurobarometer identity question; this allows one to compare the impact of exclusive regional 
identity versus exclusive national identity within an empirical framework that has been 
largely accepted by identity scholars.     
 However, this conceptualization fails to take into account the intensity of territorial 
attachment. Hence, I develop a new measure that simultaneously taps the strength of 
territorial attachment and the various ways that identities – local, regional, and national – are 
configured. This measure allows one to test simultaneously the nested identities theory and 
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the exclusive/inclusive identities theory. Taken together, these two measures help unpack the 
effects of an exclusive regional identity on European attachment.   
 
2.2 EXCLUSIVE REGIONAL IDENTITY AND TERRITORIAL IDENTITY 
CONFIGURATIONS: CONCEPT AND MEASUREMENT 
 Before proceeding to the empirical evaluation of the hypotheses, it is important to 
clarify the concepts “regional identity” and exclusive regional identity, and to explain how 
the concepts are measured in the analysis. The term regional identity is widely used in 
current scholarly work, but definitions of it remain nebulous and frequently contested. In this 
paper, I define regional identity as a type of collective social identity that can be measured 
using the individual’s feeling of belonging and loyalty to a certain regional group, and where 
the region is defined as an area of political and administrative activity.9 I define exclusive 
regional identity as a strong, positive attachment to the region that results in a low, or 
virtually nonexistent, attachment to the national and local levels10.  
                                                 
9 A region may simultaneously be any combination of the following: a territorial delineation of similar 
topographical characteristics, a group of people interested in their own well-being and autonomy, a place of 
history and culture, a site for economic development, and an area of political activity (Karolewski, 2007; 
Keating, 1998). The extent to which any of the above features coincide varies widely across Europe. I have 
opted for the minimalist criterion of a region as site of political activity because it more directly corresponds to 
the idea of region in the EU’s institutional structure.  However, the Spanish Comunidades, the units used in this 
analysis, come close to capturing all of the possible elements of a regional identity. 
 
10 Some clarification is need about how the term “local” is used in this analysis. In the literature on regional 
identity, the terms “local” and “regional” are used interchangeably. For example, in writing about cosmopolitan 
localism, Moreno (1999, 2006) defines it as concerning medium-sized polities, within or without the framework 
of the state. Cosmopolitan localism can be detected in nation-states, stateless nations, regions, and metropolitan 
areas. However, in this analysis, as in several others (Berg, 2007; Carey, 2002), the local level refers to any 
administrative level below the sub-national/regional level where a respondent resides. The question used to 
operationalize local identity in this analysis asks respondents how attached they are to the town or city in which 
they live. This, of course, creates a potential problem because unlike the Comunidades Autónomas, whose size 
is predetermined at the outset of the analysis, the size of the local level can vary greatly by respondent. Even 
when respondents hail from the same Comunidad, there is bound to be variation in the size of the town/city they 
come from. Hence, the impact of attachment to the local level for a person from a conurbation (an urban 
agglomeration) might be entirely different than for a person from a small town. To control for this, I include a 
 27 
 To measure exclusive regional identity, as well as the other identity types, I use the 
data collected by the Spanish Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS) 2006 survey 
conducted in the seventeen Comunidades Autónomas (Autonomous Communities or 
regions). While the CIS sampled a total of 3,192 people, the Basque Country, Catalonia, 
Madrid, and Valencia are all overrepresented, with roughly 600 respondents hailing from 
each of these regions. To test for the effects of identity in distinctive regions, I conduct 
separate analyses for the Basque Country and Catalonia.11 I also include a separate analysis 
for Valencia to investigate the impact of identity in a non-distinctive region.  
 In the first model of this analysis, I measure exclusive regional identity by drawing on 
the Moreno question from the CIS 2006 survey.12The question asks respondents: “Which of 
the following phrases best describes how you feel? (1) I feel Spanish only, (2) I feel more 
Spanish than (regional adjective), (3) I feel equally Spanish as (regional adjective), (4) I feel 
more (regional adjective) than Spanish, (5) I feel (regional adjective) only, (6) Neither of 
these options”. This measure of territorial identity is comparable to the Eurobarometer 
question that taps into a respondent’s exclusivity of identity (Hooghe and Marks, 2005; Citrin 
and Sides, 2004; Marks, 1999; Carey, 2002), but with the dichotomy between regional and  
 
 
                                                 
“local level size” variable in the analysis below, which groups respondents according to the size of the town/city 
where they live.  
 
11 Ideally, one would also include a separate analysis for Galicia, the other historical nationality in the sample, 
to compare the impact of identity across all distinctive Spanish regions. However, the relatively low response 
rate from Galicia in the survey precludes me from including it here.   
 
12 For a discussion on how the Moreno question was first developed, as well as its usage in public opinion 
surveys in Spain and the United Kingdom, see Moreno (2006). The reader may also wish to consult a special 
issue of the 2007 Revue Internationale de Politique Comparée: La concurrence des identités? Débats à propos 
de l’utilisation de la Question Moreno, Vol.14, No.4, which contextualizes the debate on the usage of this 
measure in France, Belgium and Québec.  
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national identity replacing the one between national and European identity. It also improves 
on the Eurobarometer question by including the response of equally Spanish and regional. 
 Following a strategy similar to the one frequently employed by scholars using the 
Moreno question (Moreno, Arriba and Serrano, 1998; Martínez-Herrera, 2002; Llamazares 
and Reinares, 1999) I generate six different territorial identity types. A respondent who 
answers “Spanish only” is classified as an exclusive nationalist, while one who answers 
“regional only” is classified as an exclusive regionalist. Respondents who answer that they 
feel “more Spanish than regional”, “equally Spanish and regional”, and “more regional than 
Spanish” are considered to have an inclusive identity, while the last category of respondents 
is the “non-attached” group.  
 Table 1 shows the distribution of responses to the above question for the overall 
sample, Basque Country, Catalonia, and Valencia. Almost 50% of the Spanish population 
feels “equally Spanish and regional”. However, that percentage is significantly lower in the 
Basque Country. One striking difference between the overall sample/Valencia and the 
distinctive regions is the percentage of respondents who feel “more regional than Spanish” 
and “regional only”; there is a much higher incidence of a strong regional identity and an 
exclusive regional identity in the distinctive regions. On the other hand, exclusive national 
identity is less prevalent in the Basque Country and Catalonia. 
 This conceptualization of territorial identity allows for easy comparison with the 
Eurobarometer identity measure, but it suffers from a number of problems. First, it does not 
speak to the strength of territorial attachment. A more serious problem is that it does not 
allow one to distinguish between two types of exclusive regional identity: the “true” 
exclusivism associated with parochialism that is hypothesized to have a negative impact on 
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European attachment, and the pseudo-exclusivism associated with minority nationalism that 
should have a positive impact on European attachment. In other words, when a respondent 
answers that she feels “regional only”, how can we gauge whether she means that she is 
incapable of having other territorial attachments or that she is anti-national?    
 
Table 2.1. Distribution of Inclusive versus Exclusive Identity Types by Region, % 
 All Basque 
Country 
Catalonia Valencia 
I feel Spanish only  9.81  5.33  7.67 12.33 
I feel more Spanish than X 12.56  8.00  7.50 17.67 
I feel equally Spanish and X 46.87 32.17 40.89 55 
I feel more X than Spanish 17.76 27.67 26.58 11 
I feel X only  7.89 20.83 13.97 1.83 
Non-Attached  5.11  6.00  3.41 2.17 
     
Total Observations 3,192 600 587 600 
X = the regional adjective of where the interview was conducted, such as Basque, Catalan, etc.  
Source: Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS) 2006. 
  
 
 One solution is to expand the Moreno question conceptualization into a measure that 
is based on territorial identity configurations constructed from questions that ask respondents 
for the strength of their attachment to various levels. The CIS 2006 survey asks respondents 
to rate their attachment to the local, regional, national, and European levels, on a scale from 0 
to 10. These ratings allow us to simultaneously track how strongly a respondent identifies 
with all the territorial levels (strength) and how these attachments relate to one another (fit). 
They can also tell us about the type of regional identity (content): parochialism or minority 
nationalism.  
 The respondent’s attachment to the local level is a crucial piece of information. If the 
respondent is strongly attached to the regional level and weakly attached to the local and 
 30 
national levels, then she is a true exclusive regionalist. However, if she is strongly attached to 
the local and regional levels, but not to the national level, she appears capable of holding 
multiple identities. This indicates that she has a minority nationalist identity that is hostile 
towards the state, but potentially friendly towards Europe. 
 I identify eight different territorial identity configurations. First, respondents who feel 
strongly attached to all levels (nested identitarians) hold nested identities, and are expected 
to have the highest level of identification with Europe. Second, respondents who are strongly 
attached to the local and regional levels only are minority nationalists, and are also expected 
to have a positive attachment to Europe. Third, respondents who are strongly attached to the 
regional and national levels (regional-national identitarians), but not to the local level, are 
presumed to have a inclusive identity and to have a slightly weaker, but still positive, 
attachment to Europe than the nested identitarians. The same can be said for the fourth group, 
which has very strong attachments to the local and national levels (local-national 
identitarians).  
 
Table 2.2. Territorial Identity Configurations and Predicted Effect on European Attachment 
Identity Type Strong Attachment  Predicted Effect 
Nested Identitarian All Levels Strong and Positive 
Minority Nationalist Local and Regional Positive 
Regional-National Identitarian Regional and National Positive 
Local-National Identitarian Local and National Positive 
Exclusive Localist Local Only Strong and Negative 
Exclusive Regionalist Regional Only Strong and Negative 
Exclusive Nationalist National Only Negative 
Non-Attached None Negative 
Note: Strong attachment is measured as 8 points or higher on an 11-point scale. 
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 The next three groups are exclusivists: exclusive localists, exclusive regionalists, and 
exclusive nationalists. All three groups are expected to be low on attachment to Europe. My 
expectation is that exclusive regionalists and localists will have even lower levels of 
European attachment than the nationalists given their parochial nature and their more intense 
need for differentiation. The final group of respondents is the non-attached group. Given 
their lack of attachment to any of the lower-order territorial levels, I expect that the non-
attached will similarly have no attachment to the super-ordinate European level. Table 2 
summarizes the eight territorial identity configurations and their hypothesized effects on 
attachment to Europe. 
 In the analysis below, respondents who rate their identification to a territorial level at 
eight or higher are coded as having strong attachment to that level.13 Next, I create a series of 
eight categorical variables that correspond to the eight territorial identity configurations. 
These categorical variables are based on the varying strength of the respondent’s attachments 
to the three levels and the combination of these attachments. For example, a respondent who 
answers that she feels very attached to the national level (10), fairly attached to the regional 
level (6), and not very attached to the local level (2) is coded as having an exclusive national 
identity because she only feels strong identification with Spain. On the other hand, a 
respondent who indicates that she feels very attached to all three levels (all 8s) is coded as 
having nested identities. 
                                                 
13 My decision to use a cutoff point of 8 is informed by the Eurobarometer categories and the distribution of 
respondents across the attachment questions, (see Figure 2.1 in Appendix One). The distribution of answers 
across the 11-point scale for the local, regional, and national levels looks remarkably similar, and the European 
distribution conforms more or less to the other three. I group the attachments in the following way. An answer 
of 0 is coded as “not attached at all”; 1-4 is “not very attached; 5-7 is “fairly attached”; and 8-10 is “very 
attached.” Berger (2007), in her own coding of Swedish territorial identities based on a ten-point scale, reaches 
the same conclusion about how to code the “fairly attached” and “very attached” responses.     
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 While the territorial identity configurations measure does improve on the Moreno 
question in terms of incorporating local, regional, and national attachments, it too has a 
weakness. Numerous authors who have attempted to use similar attachment questions, 
primarily included in the Eurobarometer surveys, highlight that a respondent’s quantification 
of personal attachment is highly subjective (see Keating, 1998; Marks, 1999; Fitjar, 2009). In 
other words, individuals are unlikely to agree on where to draw the line between “very 
attached” and “fairly attached” (Fitjar, 2009: 13), or what a regional attachment of 7 points 
actually means. On the one hand, a respondent with high attachments to all levels may truly 
be a nested identitarian, but she may just as easily have a liberal understanding of the scale. 
Conversely, a person with a more cautious understanding may unintentionally be coded as 
unattached, even though this might not really be the case. Additionally, because the 
attachment to Europe is measured on the same scale, the respondent’s understanding of the 
scale will affect both the independent and dependent variables.  
 A more prudent approach is to use both measures to assess the impact of identity on 
European attachment and to cross-reference the number of respondents in each of the 
relevant categories. Specifically, if the percentage of respondents in the Moreno measure 
who answer that they feel “Spanish only” is roughly proportional to the number of 
respondents in the territorial identity configurations measure who are coded as exclusive 
nationalists, then we can be confident that both measures are actually capturing exclusive 
nationalism. The same should hold true for the proportion of respondents who answer that 
they feel equally attached to their region and to Spain and the proportion of respondents who 
are coded as nested identitarians. The key difference between the two measures should be in 
the proportion of regional exclusivists in the distinctive regions of the Basque Country and 
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Catalonia. Because there Moreno measure does not allow one to unpack the difference 
between regional exclusivists and minority nationalists, we should see a much higher 
proportion of respondents in the distinctive regions falling into the regional exclusivist 
category when using the Moreno question. However, when using the territorial identity 
configurations measure, the proportion of regional exclusivists should be much smaller, with 
a large share of respondents now falling into the minority nationalist category.   
 Table 3 shows the distribution of respondents amongst these eight categories for 
Spain and for the three regions of interest. In Spain, and Valencia, roughly half of the 
respondents hold nested identities, but that percentage is much smaller in the Basque 
Country, and somewhat smaller in Catalonia. About eight percent of Spanish respondents 
have an exclusive national identity, while that percentage is smaller in the two distinctive 
regions. These statistics are consistent with the distribution of respondents in Table 1 who 
answered that they felt “equally Spanish and regional” and “Spanish only”.  
 
Table 2.3. Distribution of Territorial Identity Configurations by Region, % 
 All  Basque 
Country 
Catalonia Valencia 
Nested Identitarian 42.11 21.81 35.10 49.5 
Minority Nationalist 16.07 39.01 29.81 8.33 
Regional-National Identitarian  5.29  1.95  7.05 6.17 
Local-National Identitarian  5.11  3.19  3.35 6.00 
Exclusive Localist  4.42  4.61  2.29 7.67 
Exclusive Regionalist  3.73  6.38  6.70 2.67 
Exclusive Nationalist  8.52  4.26  6.17 9.17 
Non-Attached 14.76 18.79  9.52 10.5 
Source: Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS) 2006 
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 In the Basque Country and Catalonia, there is a big difference in the percentage of 
respondents who answer that they feel “regional only” in Table 1 and those who fall into the 
exclusive regionalists group in Table 3. Under the first measure, 21% of Basques and 14% of 
Catalans are coded as exclusive regionalists, while that number drops drastically to about 
seven percent with the second measure. Instead, 40% of Basques and 30% of Catalans now 
fall in the minority nationalist category. The fact that only 8% of Valencia respondents fall 
into this category further proves that the minority nationalist configuration is capturing a 
minority nationalist identity.  
 The results from the Moreno and the territorial identity configurations measures 
reinforce one another, with the second measure allowing for a more accurate picture of the 
type of regional identity prevalent in minority nations. Below, I present a multivariate 
analysis using each of these measures. 
 
2.3 DATA AND OPERATIONALIZATION 
  The dependent variable, attachment to Europe, is a continuous variable on an 11-point 
scale, based on the respondent’s answer to the following question asked in the CIS 2006 
survey: All of us are more or less linked to the land in which we live, but some of us feel 
more linked to some ‘levels’ rather than others. To what degree do you identify with Europe? 
To answer, use the ten-point scale, where 0 means you feel ‘no identification’ and 10 means 
you feel ‘the most identification’. 
  Given that the dependent variable is continuous, linear estimation techniques are 
used. Respondents who did not answer the question, or answered “don’t know”, were 
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removed from the sample. These respondents constitute less than five percent of the Spanish 
sample and across the individual regions of interest.  
 The first set of independent variables, employed in model 1, taps into the 
inclusivity/exclusivity of a respondent’s territorial identity. Recall that the CIS 2006 survey 
asks respondents to rate themselves as feeling 1) Spanish only, 2) More Spanish than 
regional, 3) Equally Spanish and regional, 4) More regional than Spanish, 5) Regional Only, 
or 6) None of the above options. In this analysis, these categories are operationalized as six 
dummy variables, with the baseline category being response 1) Spanish only. In other words, 
the baseline category is the group of respondents with an exclusive national identity.  
 The second set of independent variables, employed in model 2, is comprised of the 
eight territorial identity configurations, which are constructed using the CIS 2006 attachment 
questions and operationalized as dummy variables. The baseline category is exclusive 
nationalists.  
 I use seven control variables in the analysis. The first is a party cue variable. A key 
proposition in identity theory is that identities are politically constructed (Schrijver, 2004). 
Individuals who have strong national attachments are not automatically opposed to Europe 
integration or to Europe. As Hooghe and Marks (2008a: 120) point out, “The way identity 
bears on European integration depends on how it is framed, and it is framed in domestic 
political conflict. Political entrepreneurs, such as parties and elites, pick up the issue and 
attempt to mobilize the public in support for or opposition to integration (Hooghe and Marks, 
2005; Gabel and Scheve, 2007; Steenbergen et al., 2007; de Vries and Edwards, 2009).14 
                                                 
14 In a more nuanced analysis, de Vries and Edwards (2009) find that right-wing extremist parties exploit 
exclusive national attachments by arguing that the EU poses a threat to national sovereignty. Their analysis 
reveals that although an exclusive national identity weakens support for integration, there is also a significant 
interaction effect between exclusive identity and partisan cueing. While Spain does have an extremist left-wing 
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Indeed, Llamazares and Gramacho (2007) find that there is a statistically significant party 
cuing effect on Euroscepticism in Spain. Given that support for Europe and support for 
integration are highly correlated (Hooghe and Marks, 2005), I expect party cues to have a 
similar effect on European attachment. Respondents who vote for pro-EU parties should be 
more attached to Europe than those that vote for Eurosceptic parties. 
 The party cue variable is constructed using the 2006 Chapel Hill Expert Survey 
Dataset on party positioning towards European integration (Hooghe et al., 2010). In the 
survey, country experts were asked to place parties on a seven-point scale ranging from 
strongly opposed to strongly in favour of European integration. These party positions on 
integration measure the content of the cues parties send to the electorate. The CIS survey 
asks respondents to identify the party or party coalition that they voted for in the 2004 
general elections. Each respondent is coded with the party cue that they receive from their 
party. Roughly 40% of the respondents did not answer this question either because they did 
not vote or did not remember the party they voted for. To minimize missing values I 
construct a mean party cue for the party system in a region that weighs the party cue by party 
vote-share. The rationale is that even non-voters (or voters with short-term memory) may be 
considered to receive a “cue” that approximates the mean message in the regional party 
system.  
  
                                                 
party, the Izquierda Unida, it lacks a radical-right party (Llamazares and Gramacho, 2007).  Hence, it is not 
possible to test this proposition in a Spanish public opinion survey. 
 
 37 
 The next four control variables, age, level of education, frequency of reading the 
news, and bilingualism15, tap into a respondent’s capability of relating to the European level 
and predisposition to holding inclusive identities. All but the first are expected to be 
positively related to European identity, (see Inglehart and Rabier, 1978; Fligstein, 2008; 
Anderson, 1998; Gabel, 1998; Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 2001). 
 The final control variable, local level size, is the population of the respondent’s town 
or city of residence. The operationalization of the local level in the territorial identity 
configurations measure does not allow me to distinguish between the various sizes of that 
level. However, we should expect a difference in the impact of local attachment between 
respondents who reside in large cities or urban agglomerations (conurbations) and those that 
reside in small towns or villages, with the former more likely to be cosmopolitan and open to 
outside cultures. Hence, as the population of the local level increases, so should the 
respondent’s level of attachment to Europe.  
 Table 4 summarizes the indicators used to operationalize the dependent and 
independent variables employed in the empirical analysis. Table 8 (Appendix One) gives the 
descriptive statistics. 
                                                 
15 The bilingualism variable is based on a question that asks respondents, “ Do you speak another language that 
is different from Castilian and the language of your Comunidad Autónoma?” The variable is intended to 
measure the extent that a person has come into contact with outside cultures. The logic behind this measure is 
that individuals who are more fluent in a foreign language are more adapt at incorporating outsider elements 
into their identity, and are therefore more likely to identify with Europe. This interpretation of this measure is 
relatively straightforward in regions where the official language is not Castilian. In these regions, specifically in 
the historical nationalities, respondents who answer yes are indicating that they speak their regional language, 
Castilian, and something else. Hence, they are cosmopolitan to a large degree. The interpretation of this 
question becomes problematic in the regions where Castilian is the official language of the region. In these 
regions, it is impossible to ascertain whether the respondent speaks a “foreign” language, i.e., French, English, 
German, etc., or if she speaks the language of another Comunidad Autónoma, i.e., Basque or Catalan. If the 
latter is the case, then, presumably, the respondent is not as cosmopolitan as the respondent who actually speaks 
a “foreign” language. Unfortunately, the survey does not allow one to distinguish between the two. However, 
given that bilingualism is a standard proxy for cosmopolitanism, I err on the side of including the variable in 
this analysis. Furthermore, given that a Castilian-speaking respondent speaks the language of another region, 
this should render her significantly more cosmopolitan than a respondent who only speaks Castilian. 
 38 
Table 2.4. Variable Descriptions 
 
Variables Description 
Dependent Variable               
European Attachment 
Respondents attachment to the European level, whereby 0 = not 
at all attached and 10 = very attached 
Inclusive versus 
Exclusive Identity 
Six dummy variables corresponding indicating whether a 
respondent feels 1) Spanish only, 2) more Spanish than regional, 
3) equally Spanish and regional, 4) more regional than Spanish, 
5) regional only, 6) non-attached 
Territorial Identity 
Configurations 
Eight dummy variables corresponding to the identity 
configurations constructed using levels of strong attachment to 
the local, regional, and national levels: nested identitarian, 
minority nationalist, regional-national ident., local-national 
ident., exclusive localist, exclusive regionalist, exclusive 
nationalist, and non-attached 
Party Cue* 
Variable indicating the pro-European integration content of a cue 
received by a respondent based on the party she voted for in the 
2004 Spanish general elections. Cues range from 1 = party is 
strongly opposed to integration to 7 = party is strongly in favor 
of integration 
Age Respondent's age, ranging from 18 to 92 
Education  
Respondent's highest level of education achieved. 
Operationalized as an ordinal variable, with 0 = illiterate and 11 
= postgraduate education 
News 
Ordinal variable indicating how frequently respondent reads the 
newspaper: 1) Never, 2) Infrequently, 3) At the end of the week, 
4) 2 or 3 times a week, 5) 4 or five times a week, 6) Every day. 
Bilingualism 
Ordinal variable indicating whether respondent speaks another 
language in addition to Castilian or the language of their region:    
1) No, 2) Yes, with difficulty,  3) Fluently. 
Satisfaction with 
Democracy 
Respondents satisfaction with the national democracy, where 1 = 
not at all satisfied and 10 = very satisfied. 
Local Level Size 
Ordinal variable indicating the size of the respondent's town or 
city of residence, where 1 = less than or equal to 2000 residents, 
2 =  2001 to 10,000, 3 = 10,001 to 50,000, 4 = 50,001 to 
100,000, 5 = 100,001 to 400,000, 6 = 400,001 to 1,000,000, and 
7 = more than a million residents. 
*Note: All variables are constructed using questions from the Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas 
(CIS) 2006 dataset, with the exception of the party cue variable which is constructed from measures 
in the Chapel Hill Expert Survey 2006 dataset. 
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2.4 EXPLAINING EUROPEAN ATTACHMENT 
  Table 5 presents the multiple regression results for model 1, which uses the Moreno-
style measure for inclusivity/exclusivity. Model 1 explains 11% of the variance in attachment 
to Europe and confirms my expectation that exclusive regional identity has a negative impact 
on European attachment when compared to exclusive national identity, in Spain, Catalonia, 
and Valencia. This effect is also present in Basque Country, although it is slightly weaker, (it 
just missed statistical significance at the .05 level, but is statistically significant at the .1 
level). The model also shows that weak attachment to all territorial levels has a more 
negative impact on the dependent variable than exclusive nationalism.  
 Striking is the absence of any many other hypothesized effects. In particular, the 
equally attached variable, which is meant to capture nested identity, does not exert the 
predicted positive impact on European attachment vis-à-vis exclusive nationalism. One 
possible explanation is that exclusive national identity in Spain might not dampen European 
attachment to the same extent as it does in other countries. Public opinion surveys have 
consistently shown that the Spanish widely support the European project (Duchesne and 
Frognier, 1995; Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 2001). This is linked to the positive way that 
Europeanism has historically been portrayed in the Spanish political sphere (Risse, 2010). 
EU membership was equated with shedding off the authoritarian legacy of the Franco era and 
not seen as impinging on the Spanish and regional identities (Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 
2001: 768). Hence, even an exclusive nationalist in Spain might have a comparably high 
level of European attachment as a person with nested identities.     
 A more plausible explanation is that the Moreno-question poorly captures exclusive 
nationalism. The question asks respondents to compare their levels of attachment to Spain  
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Table 2.5: The Effects of Inclusive vs. Exclusive Identities on European Attachment 
  
All Regions Basque 
Country  
Catalonia  Valencia 
More Spanish -.057 -.035 -.938 .363 
 (.178) (.554) (.496) (.370) 
Equally Attached .129 -.201 -.081 .366 
 (.149) (.479) (.385) (.316) 
More Regional -.438** -.734 -.388 .420 
 (.168) (.498) (.403) (.413) 
Regional only -.895** -1.016 -.925* -1.716* 
 (.204) (.535) (.442) (.792) 
Non-Attached -.602** -.072 -.518 .514 
 (.229) (.589) (.639) (.711) 
Party Cue -.048 .005 -.083 .020 
 (.063) (.157) (.132) (.153) 
Age .011** .002 .008 .019** 
 (.003) (.007) (.006) (.006) 
Education .071** .037 .071 .134** 
 (.018) (.043) (.042) (.047) 
News .024 -.003 .180** -.055 
 (.023) (.055) (.054) (.056) 
Bilingualism .179** .173 .081 -.004 
 (.057) (.131) (.122) (.147) 
Democracy Sat. .250** .265** .221** .216** 
 (.020) (.057) (.043) (.044) 
Local Level Size .090** .147 .169** -.049 
 (.025) (.076) (.051) (.071) 
Constant 5.185** 5.099** 5.810** 3.763** 
 (.486) (1.277) (1.030) (1.190) 
     
N 2921 547 552 548 
R-square .1076 .1211 .1275 .0909 
Adjusted R-
square .1039 .1013 .1081 .0705 
Note: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. **significant at the .01 level; 
*significant at the .05 level; Baseline category is “I feel Spanish only” (omitted). 
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and their region. Respondents who answer that they feel attached only to Spain are not 
necessarily saying that they are not capable of other territorial attachments, only that their 
regional attachment is weak. While the identity of these respondents is operationalized as 
exclusive nationalism, they might not fall into this category if asked about their attachment in 
relation to their locality or Europe.  
 Furthermore, model 1 appears to be inconsistent with the hypothesis that individuals 
with a strong (exclusive) regional identity from distinctive regions are more attached to 
Europe. Identifying only with one’s region decreases European attachment by roughly one 
point in Basque Country and Catalonia, when compared to identifying only with Spain.   
 Table 6 shows the regression results for model 2, where territorial identity is 
represented as a series of identity configurations. The model captures roughly 20% of the 
variance in European attachment and is consistent with two of the three hypotheses. It is also 
considerably stronger than model 1. First, like model 1, it confirms the regional exclusivity 
hypothesis in the Spanish and the Basque Country samples; exclusive regionalism dampens 
European attachment by 1.1 and 1.5 points, respectively, more than exclusive nationalism. 
 Second, there is now a distinct difference between nested identitarians and exclusive 
nationalists. Respondents with nested identities have, on average, greater attachment to 
Europe than exclusive nationalists. Third, minority nationalism has a more negative impact 
on European attachment than exclusive nationalism, although the size of this effect is small 
and not statistically significant in Catalonia. This is inconsistent with Risse (2010) and 
Keating’s (1996) assertion that minority nationalism conditions the individual to respond 
more favourably to Europe than other segments of the population. 
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Table 2.6: The Effects of Territorial Identity Configurations on European Attachment 
  
All Regions Basque 
Country  
Catalonia Valencia 
Nested Identitarian .612** 1.106* .869* .423 
 (.147) (.494) (.394) (.355) 
Minority Nationalist -1.018** -1.051* -.470 -1.181** 
 (.166) (.505) (.400) (.451) 
Regional-National 
Identitarian  .512* .255 .486 .824 
 (.211) (.720) (.494) (.492) 
Local-National 
Identitarian -.144 .225 .055 -.311 
 (.222) (.669) (.624) (.499) 
Exclusive Localist -1.273** -1.308* -1.480* -.906* 
 (.222) (.610) (.653) (.460) 
Exclusive Regionalist -1.100** -1.493** -.889 -.420 
 (.237) (.587) (.498) (.674) 
Non-Attached -1.518** -1.515** -1.294** -1.578** 
 (.168) (.508) (.464) (.426) 
Party Cue -.049 -.006 -.048 -.014 
 (.058) (.137) (.122) (.146) 
Age .004 -.003 .001 .010 
 (.002) (.006) (.006) (.006) 
Education .089** .064 .113** .123** 
 (.017) (.039) (.040) (.045) 
News .033 .006 .164** -.044 
 (.022) (.049) (.051) (.053) 
Bilingualism .184** .133 .088 -.007 
 (.054) (.118) (.117) (.140) 
Democracy Sat. .212** .241** .175** .201** 
 (.018) (.048) (.041) (.042) 
Local Level Size .078** .166** .169** -.044 
 (.023) (.069) (.049) (.069) 
Constant 5.798** 5.324** 5.589** 4.947** 
 (.455) (1.141) (.957) (1.159) 
     
N 2921 547 552 548 
R-squared .2156 .2854 .2106 .1754 
Adjusted R-squared .2119 .2666 .1901 .1538 
Note: OLS regression coefficients with standard errors in parentheses. **significant at the .01 level; 
*significant at the .05 level; Baseline category is Exclusive Nationalism (omitted).  
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 There are a number of possible explanations for this inconsistency. First, the 
supposition that minority nationalists are EU-friendly was formed at the peak of 
regionalization in the 1980s and 1990s, when regional actors were discovering the potential 
of EU institutions to further their agenda. However, in the past decade, it has become 
apparent that access to EU decision-making is rarely available to minority nationalist parties 
(Hooghe and Marks, 1996; Elias, 2008). Furthermore, as Bourne (2003) points out in her 
analysis, integration actually undermines Basque political power, and suggests that 
integration, in some cases, may be more a danger to, than a liberator of, the regions. Given 
these circumstances, the kind of opportunity structure identified for the 1980s and 1990s may 
no longer point so unambiguously in a pro-EU direction, and relationship between minority 
nationals and the EU must be updated and revised to reflect this negative shift in relations.  
 The literature has also often failed to make the distinction between regional/national 
minority actors, such as political parties and elites, and the public at large. The assumption is 
that national minority actors and citizens feel similarly about Europe and integration. 
However, studies of elite versus public opinion in the EU have shown that the public is 
generally more Eurosceptic (Hooghe, 2003). There is no reason to think that this relationship 
would not hold for distinctive regions. Even if regional elites in distinctive regions may be 
more favourably disposed to Europe, the same may not be true for their publics.  
 This analysis also reveals that there is a difference in the impact of territorial identity 
among distinctive regions. In the Basque Country, both exclusive regionalism and minority 
nationalism make one less predisposed to European attachment, while in Catalonia there is 
no significant difference between these two identity types and exclusive nationalism. A likely 
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reason for this is that European attachment also varies by the objective identity of the region 
at play, and whether it can be classified as either ethnic or civic.16 
 Ethnic, or cultural, identity is considered to be ascribed, and is based on national 
ancestry, race, religion, and sometimes language. Civic, or political, identity, on the other 
hand, is acquired, and is generated by action-related components, such as respect for 
institutions and laws and shared political values (Keating, 1996; Ruiz-Jimenez et al., 2004). 
The former is more likely to constrain attachment to Europe and support for integration than 
the latter (Battistelli and Bellucci, 2002; Olsson, 2007), although there is little systematic 
explanation for why this is the case. 
 Basque identity is ethnicity-based, focused on the purity of blood and suspicion of 
outsiders, and, oftentimes, exclusionary (Jauregui, 2006: 239). This exclusionary component 
of Basque identity does not necessarily mean that all Basque individuals are less attached to 
Europe. However, it does suggest that Basques are more apt to think of themselves as 
“insiders” protecting their region from external influence, such as the EU. Indeed, as I show 
below, being Basque exerts a stronger negative effect on European attachment than being 
Catalan. By contrast, Catalonia’s civic regional identity is more open and accessible to 
outsiders. Catalan nationalism is based on self-identification and sociocultural integration 
                                                 
16 Here, I employ the analytical distinction, offered by Paasi (2009), between the objective identity of the region 
and the regional identity of the people living inside it. The identity of the region refers to the objective features 
(economic, cultural, natural) that distinguish it from other regions. It speaks to the collective identity (ethnic, 
civic, economic) shared by the inhabitants of the region and organized around these objective features. Regional 
identity of the people, or regional consciousness, points to the level of identification and attachment that citizens 
have to their region. Regional identity varies by individual, and is the primary focus of this paper.   
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(Moreno, Arriba and Serrano, 1998) that is compatible with the rest of Spain (Keating, 1996) 
and with Europe.   
 Turning back to the regression results, exclusive local identity, exclusive regionalism 
and being non-attached all dampen attachment to Europe. These effects hold for Spain 
overall and for the three regions.  
 Table 7 shows the expected value of European attachment for the eight identity types, 
with the control variables held at their mean or modal values.  
 
Table 2.7. Expected Value of European Attachment 
 All  Basque C. Catalonia Valencia 
Nested Identitarian 7.96 8.06 7.96 7.44 
Minority Nationalist 6.31 5.95 6.67 5.85 
Regional-National 
Identitarian 7.86 7.19 7.59 7.86 
Local-National Identitarian 7.20 7.19 7.17 6.72 
Exclusive Localist 6.09 5.65 5.67 6.11 
Exclusive Regionalist 6.23 5.50 6.21 6.64 
Exclusive Nationalist 7.33 6.95 7.10 7.09 
Non-Attached 5.84 5.46 5.78 5.45 
Note: Control variables held at their mean and modal values. 
Source: Centro de Investigaciones Sociologicas (CIS) 2006 
 
  
 Nested identitarians have the highest expected levels of attachment to Europe, 
(averaging roughly eight points on a ten-point scale). They are closely followed by the other 
two inclusive identity groups: the regional-national identitarians and the local-national 
identitarians.  Remarkably, Spanish exclusive nationalists have similarly high levels of 
European attachment as the inclusive identity groups and considerably more so than minority 
nationalists. Attachment to Europe is lowest for exclusive regionalists, exclusive localists, 
and the non-attached.   
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2.5 CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 This paper develops a new conceptualization and operationalization of territorial 
identity in the EU. While EU scholars have highlighted the role that national identity plays in 
conditioning European identity, they have done so while largely ignoring other territorial 
levels, and this has confounded some important nuances. To begin, exclusive nationalism is 
only one of several identity types that negatively impacts attachment to Europe; exclusive 
regionalism, with its parochial underpinnings, also has a significant dampening effect. And 
while this analysis is consistent with the notion that, on the whole, nested identities 
predispose individuals to European identity, minority nationalism is less strongly pro-
European than the literature expects.  
 All survey tools are flawed to some extent, and the Moreno-style survey question is 
no exception. Although widely used by scholars, the question is ill equipped to distinguish 
among identity strength, content, and fit. The alternative measure presented here, the 
territorial identity configurations measure, is a step in that direction by allowing a clearer 
distinction between nested identities, regional exclusivity, and minority nationalism.  
 In unpacking regional identity, this article also offers an important contribution to the 
literature on minority nationalism. While largely qualitative studies of subnational identity in 
the UK and Spain suggest that minority nationals are more predisposed to support integration 
and Europe than their nationalist counterparts, this analysis of Spanish data casts doubt on 
the general validity of this statement. More research on public opinion in Europe’s diverse 
regions is needed to better understand variation in attitudes across Europe. 
Chapter 3 
 
In with the New, not out with the Old: Identity, Attachment to 
Europe, and Decentralization in the French Regions   
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 Within the past decade, EU scholars have increasingly relied on territorial identity to 
explain support for European integration. Much recent scholarship has focused on national 
identity and the way it fits together with European identity. We know that many European 
citizens hold an inclusive identity that leads to greater support for integration and an 
increased attachment to Europe. However, we also know that a large proportion of Europeans 
have an exclusive national identity that dampens European attachment and results in 
Eurosceptical attitudes. 
 A similarly systematic study of the impact of regional identity has not yet emerged. 
This is surprising, given that the region has become a significant actor in the EU. To the 
extent that this increased role goes together with a shift in individual loyalties from the 
national to the regional level, this could have serious ramifications for the economic and 
cultural coherence of the nation-state.  
This paper examines the role of regional identity in shaping support for European 
integration. Is there evidence that regional identity, like national identity, can take on
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inclusive and exclusive attributes? Does exclusive regional identity dampen support for 
integration more or less than exclusive national identity? Does inclusive regional identity 
lead to stronger support for Europe—as inclusive national identities do? Additionally, given 
that European integration has been argued to facilitate regional decentralization, how do 
these two types of regional identity motivate preferences over decentralization? 
 I explore these questions by analyzing public opinion survey data collected by the 
Observatoire Interrégionale du Politique (OIP) in 19 French regions. I show that there is 
ample evidence of both inclusive and exclusive regional identities in France. I hypothesize 
that an inclusive regional identity is associated with more cosmopolitan attitudes and a 
greater proclivity for identification with broader social groups. While I anticipate a good deal 
of similarity between exclusive national and regional identities, exclusive regional identity is 
considerably more exclusionary and motivated by fear of out-groups. Hence there are reasons 
to expect inclusive and exclusive regional identities to shape preferences on political objects 
in different ways. Here I examine their effect on European attachment, support for 
integration, and support for decentralization. I expect inclusivists to be more attached to 
Europe, supportive of European integration, and more amenable to shifting government 
competencies to the regional level as a means of making the region a more powerful actor on 
the international stage. I use maximum likelihood estimation to examine the veracity of these 
hypotheses. 
 I begin with a review of social identity theory to discuss how national and European 
identities have been found to condition support for European integration. Next, I incorporate 
regional identity into the discussion, and, using the case of France, break regional identity 
into two distinct types: an inclusive modern identity, and an exclusive traditional identity, 
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and formulate expectations on how these shape attitudes. Next, I present empirical results, 
and test the robustness of my findings for the whole of France through brief comparisons 
with Spain, and within France, between Corsica and Bretagne. The conclusion sketches some 
basic lines of inquiry for future analysis. 
 
3.1 SOCIAL IDENTITY THEORY, TERRITORIAL IDENTITIES, AND SUPPORT 
FOR INTEGRATION  
 Social identity is used broadly in social psychology literature to refer to the 
psychological link between individuals and the social groups or communities to which they 
belong. The group the individual belongs to is considered the “in-group”, and a strong 
collective identity fosters feelings of mutual obligation among group members and impels 
attachment and loyalty to the group (Tajfel 1981, 255). At the same time, individuals, 
inherently prone to categorization, identify and label others not part of their social group. 
They draw boundaries around their group identity at the expense of “out-groups”, and 
consider their own group to be more favorable or even superior. Hence, social identity 
simultaneously integrates and divides people (Tajfel 1982), resting on shared beliefs about 
inclusion and exclusion/differentiation (Calhoun 1994; Brewer 1993, 1999; Brewer and 
Gardner 1996). 
 At the same time, Citrin and Sides (2004) point out that identifying as is not the same 
as identifying with. Most individuals belong to a number of social groups. Acknowledging 
that one is European does not necessarily mean that one similarly feels loyalty and 
attachment to other Europeans. Social identities vary in their value and significance to the 
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individual, which has implications for how the individual relates to “in-groups” and “out-
groups,” (Tajfel 1982; Risse 2010).   
 Many individuals are capable of reconciling multiple identities – they may identify as 
citizens of their local community, region, country, and Europe all at the same time. While 
one or two of these identities is typically more salient than the others, the individual still feels 
some attachment to the secondary set of identities. On the other hand, some individuals draw 
sharp boundaries around their primary identities, and find it difficult to relate to what they 
consider to be the “out-groups.” Citrin and Sides (2004) remind us that this distinction 
between “us” and “them” is a shifting one, meaning that it varies across individuals and 
contexts. For some, nationality may be the dividing line, for others it may be the region or the 
local community. Hence, for a particular set of individuals, there are contexts where the 
lower-order and higher-order identities are perceived as mutually threatening.  
 Studies show that a large portion of European citizens (roughly 40% across EU 
member countries) describe themselves as having an exclusive national identity, meaning that 
they identify solely with their country and not with the European level (Carey 2002; Hooghe 
and Marks 2005; McLaren 2002; Citrin and Sides 2004).17 For these individuals, strong 
attachment to the nation precludes attachment to Europe and has important implications for 
policy preferences over integration. Repeated systematic analyses have confirmed that 
exclusive nationalists, on average, tend to support European integration much less than 
                                                 
17 There is, of course, great variation across EU member states in terms of the proportion of exclusive 
nationalists. In Great Britain, exclusive nationalism dominates, with 64.7% of citizens claiming to have 
attachment only to the national level (Risse 2010; 42), and is closely followed by exclusive nationalist 
majorities in Finland (59.9%), Sweden (57.3%), Greece (55.3%) and Austria (53.0%), (Risse 2010; 42).  
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individuals who simultaneously identify with their nation and with Europe (Carey 2002; 
Hooghe and Marks 2005; McLaren 2002; Citrin and Sides 2004; Fligstein 2008). 
 The literature identifies a number of ways in which exclusive nationalism dampens 
support for integration. Carey (2002) finds that for exclusive nationalists, the stronger their 
bond to the nation, the less likely they approve of measures that decrease national influence 
over economics and politics. McLaren (2002 and 2006) also shows that exclusive national 
identity and anti-Europeanism tend to reinforce one another for the subgroup of individuals 
who care deeply about the preservation of their national culture. These individuals, she 
argues, perceive integration as a threat to group economic resources, group identity, and 
group way of life. Citrin and Sides (2004) point out that exclusive nationalists are much more 
likely to express hostility towards minorities and immigrants, for both economic and cultural 
reasons. Whereas 60% of those that identify with their nation and Europe believe that people 
from minority cultures are enriching the culture life of their country, only 40% of exclusive 
nationalists feel the same way. Similarly, a greater proportion of exclusive nationalists 
believe that the presence of people from minority groups increases unemployment, (58% 
versus 48% of both nation and Europe identitarians).   
 These studies show that for exclusive nationalists the potential cultural and economic 
threat to community solidarity takes precedence over any potential benefits gained form 
integration. Exclusive nationalists are deeply concerned with policing the boundaries of their 
community against a variety of outsiders.  
 At the same time, EU scholars have found that most European citizens have inclusive, 
or complementary lower- and higher- order, identities (Marks 1999; McLaren 2006 and 
2007; Berg 2007). For many citizens, national and European identities go together, as 
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evidenced by Eurobarometer survey data, which show that a majority of Europeans (almost 
60%) express at least some identification with Europe alongside their national identification 
(Hooghe and Marks 2005; Citrin and Sides 2004; Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 2001; Risse 
2010). Willingness to grant the EU authority over daily life requires some identification with 
Europe, though rarely one that prioritizes Europe over the state (Risse, 2003). 
 Studies on the relationship between regional and national identities find a similar 
relationship. Moreno (2006) argues that citizens in sub-state minority nations or regions 
incorporate, in variable proportions, both the ethnoterritorial (regional) identity and the state 
(national) identity. He (2006: 2) writes that, “As a result of this, citizens share their 
institutional loyalties at both levels of political legitimacy without any apparent fracture 
between them”. 
 In a study of dual identity in Spain, Moreno, Arriba and Serrano (1998) find that in all 
17 Comunidades Autónomas around 70% of all Spaniards indicate that they feel some 
combination of regional and national identity, while only 30% identify with either their 
region or Spain exclusively (see Brigevich forthcoming; Diez Medrano and Gutierrez 2001; 
Marks 1999; Llamazares and Marks 2006). A similar trend is observable in the UK, where a 
majority of English, Welsh, and Scottish citizens assert a dual regional and British identity 
(Bond and Rosie, 2008; Moreno, 2006). A study by Schrijver (2004) shows that, in France, 
regional and national identities are mutually inclusive; strong regional attachment tends to go 
together with strong national attachment.  
 It is then quite common for citizens to have nested or multiple identities (Risse 2001 
and 2010; Bruter 2004; Berg 2007), where subnational, national, and supranational territorial 
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attachments are perceived as vertically compatible and mutually amplifying from one level to 
the next.  
 Numerous studies point to the fact that inclusive nationalists (those that identify 
simultaneously with their country and Europe) are more likely to support integration and 
more likely to perceive EU membership as a positive thing (Citrin and Sides 2004; Hooghe 
and Marks 2005; McLaren 2006 and 2007; Fligstein 2008). Citrin and Sides (2004) show that 
even a low level of identification with Europe correlates with high support levels for EU 
membership, perceived benefits from EU membership, and support for faster paced 
integration. They conclude that while only 38% of exclusive nationalists see EU membership 
as a good thing, that number increases to 70% for inclusive nationalists. They also find that 
inclusive nationalists are less xenophobic, more cosmopolitan, and multiculturally oriented 
than exclusive nationalists. This finding reinforces the notion that inclusive nationalists are 
less afraid of cultural and ethnic heterogeneity and more open to incorporating broader, all-
encompassing groups into their conception of self.  
 So far the discussion has focused on inclusive and exclusive nationalists, but what 
about individuals with strong regional attachments? Can we also speak of exclusive and 
inclusive regional identities?18 Much of the literature on regionalism suggests that 
regionalists should be more supportive of integration, because regions are the direct 
beneficiaries of integration policy that allows them to circumvent the national level (Risse 
2010; Marks and Wilson 2000; Llamazares and Marks 2006). Risse (2010: 71) argues that 
                                                 
18 Throughout the course of the paper, I use the terms “exclusive regionalist”, “traditional regionalist”, and 
“parochial regionalist” interchangeably to refer to individuals who only feel attachment to the subnational level 
and who have a more narrow, and closed view of their subnational community. Similarly, I use the terms 
“inclusive regionalist”, “modern regionalist” and “cosmopolitan regionalist” as one and the same to describe an 
individual who incorporates other territorial levels alongside the regional into her identity, and who has more 
open and inclusive attitudes towards outsiders. 
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Spanish regionalism correlates positively with pro-European attitudes but is simultaneously 
anti-Spanish. However this is a mechanism pitched at regional governments, not at 
individuals, and there has been little empirical testing of the impact of regional identity on 
public opinion.  
 In the sections below, I explore the concepts of regional inclusive and exclusive 
identities, and examine the way that these identities shape attitudes towards integration and 
de-centralization policies in France. Before doing so, I provide a short summary of the state 
of French regionalism to date.19  
   
3.2 REGIONALISM AND REGIONAL IDENTITY IN FRANCE 
 At first glance, France seems an unlikely choice for exploring the impact of regional 
identity. It has a relatively centralized political system, and the conventional perception is 
one of French regions as administrative rather than cultural or historical units. For some 
authors, the French region appears to be a mere springboard for state action rather than an 
autonomous political actor (see Swenden 2006; Balme 1998). However, this assessment of 
French regionalism is somewhat misleading and outdated. As Hooghe, Marks and Schakel 
(2010) show, French regions have increased their powers significantly over the past 50 years, 
particularly since the Mitterrand administration (1981-1995).   
                                                 
19 One of the challenges to the study of territorial identity is that the strength and content of this identity is 
likely to be perceived differently across different nations and regions, depending on the national context (Diez 
Medrano and Gutierrez 2001; Risse 2010; Fitjar 2009). Therefore, regionalism in federalized states, like 
Germany, Spain, and the UK, may have different implications in unitary states like France (Balme 1998). While 
I acknowledge the diversity of regionalist movements across Europe, the discussion in the next two sections 
shows that regional identity in France, while admittedly unique in some respects, conforms to the general 
pattern of traditional versus modern types of regionalism found across Europe, (see Keating 1998). 
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 While the central government spent centuries diluting regional identities in its effort 
to forge a cohesive and powerful national unit20, cultural and linguistic heterogeneity has 
never been entirely subdued (Wagstaff 1999; Schrijver 2004). One indication is that regional 
decentralization has been on the French political agenda since the 1850s (Brongniart 1971). 
The problem, of course, was that no serious reform initiatives were undertaken until the mid- 
20th century. The central government preferred the assertion of national integrity and unity, 
rather than risk regional anarchy (Schmidt 1990). Even the 1941 creation of the modern 
French regions was intended as an extra administrative layer to aid in the national economic 
planning of the central government (Wagstaff 1999; Balme 1998; Swenden 2006). 
 However, the tide began to turn in the 1950s, when regional economic disparities 
could no longer be ignored. The lack of adequate economic planning over the course of the 
century, and the continued privileging of Paris and its environs as the industrial center, 
created what Gravier (1947) called a French desert in the South and South-West of France. 
Consequently, the de Gaulle, Pompidou, and Mitterrand administrations were pressured to 
put serious regional economic reform on the agenda.  
 In the 1960’s, these functional considerations for regionalization were also mirrored 
by political motivations of the de Gaulle administration to modernize the rural areas of the 
country (Schmidt 1990; Keating 1998). In the aftermath of the May 1968 demonstrations, the 
Gaullist movement, although strong in the political center, lacked support in the localities, 
where old Fourth Republic elites still held considerable power. Regional governments 
                                                 
20 Keating (1995: 25) clarifies that the French government’s suppression of regional movements was not rooted 
in fears of ethic diversity, but rather in its espousal of a Jacobin-type of nationalism. Indeed, French national 
identity is civic in representation; it is open to all citizens living on the national territory, all of who are 
considered equal before the law. Individual liberties are respected, but forms of collective action other than 
through the national state are not considered legitimate. Keating writes that in this conception of nationalism, 
“There is no room for intermediary authority between the individual and the state and democracy thus implies 
national unity, centralization and uniformity,” (1998: 25). This helps account for why, in spite of the fact that 
French national identity is more conducive to multiculturalism, the state aimed at repressing regionalization. 
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presented an opportunity to bypass the old guard and forge alliances with modernizing forces 
in regions away from the political center. While de Gaulle was largely unsuccessful in 
pushing through his regional reforms, regionalization once again received a boost in the 
1970s when it was picked up by the Socialists and the new left. The election of Mitterrand in 
the 1981 presidential elections quickened the pace of regional reform, and produced the 
regional structure in place today.   
 The economic and political calls for regionalization helped reawaken the dormant 
regional identities in the French population. Regional languages started to appear as options 
of study in schools and universities, and the expression of regional identity and culture was 
no longer stifled. The desire on part of individuals and groups to proclaim and take pride in 
local and regional values and traditions gained a ground swell of support particularly in 
Brittany, Alsace, Provence, the Basque Country, and Corsica (Wagstaff 1999, Schrijver 
2004).  
 While the calls for regional representation have persisted throughout the course of 
French history, regionalism as a political movement has not been uniform in its content 
(Keating 1998; Thiesse 2001; Schrijver 2004; Wagstaff 1999). This is not particular to 
France, but can be seen across all European countries. Keating (1998) argues that regional 
movements, in France and elsewhere, can be grouped into two distinct types: traditional and 
modern.  
 In the following section, I unpack these two types and show how traditionalism can 
be conceived as an expression of regional exclusivity, and modernism an expression of 
regional inclusivity.  
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3.3 TRADITIONAL AND MODERN REGIONAL IDENTITY TYPES: 
HYPOTHESES  
 In his seminal works on minority nationalism (1996) and new regionalism (1998) in 
Western Europe, Keating explores how the nature and function of the nation-state has 
changed over the course of the past half-century. States have acquired a wide range of 
functional competencies in the social and economic realms, but they have also seen their 
powers challenged from three directions: from above, by global economic changes and 
continental integration; from below, by a reassertion of sub-state (regional) identities; and 
laterally, by the rise of new forms of collective identity and the advance of the market. This 
has had a profound effect on the strategy of sub-national actors. While previously minority 
nationalism faced the stark choice of assimilation into the state or separation, it is now 
presented with an array of new opportunities for mobilization both domestically and in the 
international realm.  
 The rise of the region as a distinct and powerful political actor was not predicted by 
the mid 20th century theories of modernization and political development. These schools of 
thought treated regional particularism as a “revolt against modernity” (Lipset 1975), and 
assumed that peripheral movements would eventually be assimilated into majority 
nationalism through economic, technological, political, and cultural integration. According to 
Keating, the theories are based on a narrow slice of history, essentially the maturation of the 
European nation-state in 1920-1970 (1996: 50). In an internationalizing order, however, 
states are no longer able to control their spatial economies (Ohmae 1995). Conventional 
territorial management has been undermined by the decreased capacity of national states to 
deliver economic, political, and social goods (Ohmae 1995; Keating 1996). To stay 
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competitive in this new global environment, states have had to devolve power to the regional 
and local levels (Bachtler 1993; Trigilia 1996; Amin Ash 1999). Keating points out that, 
“There is a growing appreciation of the importance of local and regional factors in fostering 
conditions for attracting capital and stimulating entrepreneurship…In the face of continental 
and global restructuring and the run-down of national anti-disparity policies, subnational 
governments and political movements have sought new means of intervention and economic 
stimulus” (Keating 1996: 38-9).  
 In this new context, sub-state nationalism takes on a new significance. It is able to 
give new meaning to place and to reconstitute social and political relations in the presence of 
a retreating state. Keating (1996: 62-3) cautions that this new nationalism should not be 
viewed as simply reverting to the past—a rejection of state and international market, 
although in some places this may be true. Instead it is best described as “post-nation-state” 
reflecting a world where sovereignty has ceased to be absolute and power is dispersed. This 
new nationalism has a strong civic dimension. It abandons the exclusive notion of identity 
and sustains multiple identities (Christiansen 1997). 
 While Keating (1996) initially develops his theory for minority nations such as 
Catalonia, Scotland, and Quebec, he later extends his analysis to Western European 
regionalism in general. He argues that there are two types of regionalism in Europe today: the 
past-oriented, more exclusive, traditional regionalism and the future-oriented, inclusive, 
modern regionalism (1998: 108-9). Traditional regionalism is conservative and defensive, 
rooted in traditional society that resists modernization and opposes progress. Modern 
regionalism is outward looking and progressive. Tradition is employed as an instrument of 
modernization. This difference in the two types of regionalism is reflected in popular 
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opinion, in social action, and in political movements, and varies across European countries 
and regions (Schmitt-Egner 2002; Ostergren 2005). 
 There are thus two types of regionalism with distinctive demographical and 
attitudinal profiles. Traditional regionalism “generally involves the traditional sense of the 
region, as a place, a culture and a way of life rather than the modern sense of the region as an 
actor in the political life of the nation and in Europe” (Keating 1998: 89). Traditional 
regionalists are largely depoliticized and conservative in orientation. Attachment to the 
region is generally strong, and it appears concentrated among the least geographically and 
socially mobile, and among older people (Eurobarometer 1995; Lilli and Hartig 1995).   
This type of regional identity is closely associated with parochialism (Keating 1998; 
Berg 2007) Parochial practices are characterized by refusing to cooperate or trade with 
outsiders because this lowers the returns to members of parochial networks (Bowles and 
Gintis 2004, 5). With the growing heterogeneity and multiplicity of identities in an ever-
enlarging EU, exclusive regionalists are even less likely to see their preferences addressed or 
realized at the European level than exclusive nationalists, and are more likely to protect their 
parochial networks against EU encroachment (Karolewski 2007).  
 This has particular implications for their political attitudes. First, parochialism should 
predispose these regionalists to be less inclined to develop European attachment or to support 
European integration. European integration is a modern project and therefore hostile to their 
quest to preserve the traditional way of life. Traditional regionalists are likely to view this 
European integration as both a cultural threat that dilutes their regional identity and an 
economic threat that redistributes resources from the in-group to the out-group. Interestingly, 
their conservativism leads traditionalist regionalists not to want to destroy or remake the 
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existing state structure despite the fact that they feel little national attachment. They tend to 
view the state as the protector of the old way of life. Traditional regionalists are “relatively 
uninterested in regional autonomy, seeing the region in purely cultural or topographic 
perspective, and preferring traditional mechanisms of representation in central and local 
government, including partisan and clientelistic networks” (Keating 1998: 89).  
 This traditional type of regionalism was predominant in France up to the mid- 20th 
century, and is still expressed in various, mostly right-wing, ideologies. Local and regional 
identities are construed as miniature versions of national identity, and local histories are 
interpreted through the lens of national history (Thiesse 2001). Hence, a threat to the 
sovereignty of the French nation is construed as an attack on the region.  
 Modern regionalism, on the other hand, is explicitly coupled with modernization and 
a progressive mentality. This regionalism dispenses with traditional ties or values, and 
instead construes the region as a place of political and social action, an arena to strive 
towards greater democratic representation and social equality (Schmitt-Egner 2002). This 
regionalism first appeared in France with the fleeting Félibrige Rouge movement, but has 
since become increasingly popular, particularly in the more culturally distinct regions of 
Bretagne, Alsace, and Corsica.  
This popularity is due to the new and increasingly important role the region plays in 
the context of a globalized international market economy and the multilevel governance 
regimes of Europe. Regions are no longer confined within their national borders, but have 
become an element in European and international politics (Marks and Wilson 2000; Risse 
2010; Llamazares and Marks 2006; Keating 1998; Ohmae 1995). Regional elites and 
political parties have picked up the issue of integration and have attempted to marshal 
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support in favor of Europe by activating and constructing a new regional identity that is 
complementary to the process of integration (Keating 1998; Schrijver 2004).  
Studies have shown that modern regionalists are found amongst the more educated, 
young, upwardly mobile, and politically efficacious individuals (Jiménez Blanco et al. 1977; 
Lilli and Hartig 1995; Dupoirier and Roy 1995). Modernists are “interested in the region as 
an element in modernization and the construction of Europe…and see the region as a 
dynamic force for economic and social change” (Keating 1998: 89).  
European economic integration helps rather than hurts modern regionalists because it 
provides the region with the opportunity to be a powerful and independent economic actor. It 
also opens up the potential for an influx of foreign capital and labor and undermines national 
sovereignty.   
The implications for modern regionalists’ attitudes are hence quite different. While 
traditional regionalists oppose economic integration because it clashes with their parochialist 
mentalities, modern regionalists are expected to embrace it because it diversifies 
opportunities for weakening the central state. While traditional regionalists are not supporters 
of regional decentralization, modern regionalists are because it increases the capacity of the 
region to become an active agent for competitiveness in the European and global economy. 
I submit there is a third terrain on which modern and traditional regionalists differ: 
the nature of their identities. While both types strongly identify with their region, modern 
regionalists are better equipped to holding attachments to other levels simultaneously, 
including perhaps the national level. Hence, modern regionalists are akin to inclusive 
identitarians, for whom inclusion of broader groups is not considered problematic. This 
provides a cognitive and emotive foundation for their political attitudes towards European 
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identity, European integration, and decentralization. Traditional regionalists, on the other 
hand, are more akin to exclusive identitarians. They display the same demographic profile as 
individuals with national exclusive identities. As McLaren (2002 and 2006) and Fligstein 
(2008) show, citizens with an exclusive national identity are older, less geographically and 
socially mobile, employed in the blue-collar sector, and less educated. They tend to be the 
economic and cultural losers of modernization and European integration, and reject both as 
well as the influx of immigrants stemming from these (see e.g. Marks et al. 2006; Hooghe 
and Marks 2009; Kriesi et al. 2006). It seems plausible to conceive of traditionalists as 
exclusivists on a regional level.  
 
3.4 MEASURING REGIONAL IDENTITY: WHO ARE THE REGIONALISTS? 
 How can we measure inclusive and exclusive regionalism in a statistical analysis of 
public opinion? Several studies have tried to capture the impact of regional identity on 
support for Europe by including a measure that rates the respondent’s level of attachment to 
the regional level alongside the local and national levels (Diez Medrano and Gutierrez 2001; 
Carey 2002; Duchesne and Frognier 1995). These studies have concluded that regional 
attachment has either a small, positive or negligible effect on integration. However, these 
findings are possibly misleading because they measure only the strength of attachment and 
not whether that attachment is inclusive or exclusive. And we already know from studies of 
national identity that the way identity combines with other identities is more consequential 
than its strength (Hooghe and Marks 2005; Citrin and Sides 2004).  
 The solution proposed here is to construct territorial identity configurations. The 
starting point is the same battery of questions asking respondents to rate their attachment to 
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the local, regional, and national levels, but rather than using them as distinct variables to 
combine them in configurations. This allows us to simultaneously track how strongly a 
respondent identifies with all the territorial levels and how these attachments relate to one 
another. It can also tell us about the type of regional identity: inclusive or exclusive 
(Brigevich, forthcoming)21.  
 Take, for example, a respondent who answers that she is very attached to the regional 
level, but weakly attached to local and national levels. This respondent then, is indicating that 
she has an exclusive regional identity. On the other hand, a respondent who answers that she 
is strongly attached to the regional and national levels is indicating that she has an inclusive 
regional identity. 
 I distinguish eight different territorial identity configurations. First, respondents who 
feel strongly attached to all levels are multilevel identitarians, and fall within the category of 
inclusive regionalism.  Second, respondents who are strongly attached to the regional and 
national levels (regional-national identitarians) also have an inclusive regional identity. The 
third group, which has very strong attachments to the local and national levels (local-national 
identitarians), are inclusive nationalist. 
 Fourth, respondents who are strongly attached to the local and regional levels only are 
local-regional identitarians, and are coded as having an exclusive identity. One might be 
                                                 
21 In my 2011 work on regional identity in Spain, I similarly construct territorial identity configurations to 
measure inclusive and exclusive identities. To test whether these identity configurations are indeed tapping the 
predicted identity types, I cross-validate the measure with one using the Moreno question. The Moreno question 
asks respondents whether they have an exclusively national attachment, an exclusively regional attachment, or 
some combination of both. There is a great deal of overlap between the proportion of exclusivists and 
inclusivists using both measures. Furthermore, I run two separate regression analyses on attachment to Europe: 
one using the Moreno question and one using the configurations. The results are consistent across both models – 
exclusive regionalist in both regressions are significantly less attached to Europe than exclusive nationalists and 
inclusive identitarians. Unfortunately, the French questionnaire does not include a Moreno question. However, 
results from the Spanish paper lend confidence to the validity of the configurations measure. 
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inclined to group these respondents with other inclusivists because they are attached to more 
than one level. However, several studies show that this type of attachment is indicative of 
parochialist tendencies, where the regional level serves as an extension of the local level 
(Berg 2007; Keating 1998). Hence, I code this group as exclusive regionalists. 
 The next three groups are the exclusivists: exclusive localists, exclusive regionalists, 
and exclusive nationalists. They have a strong attachment only to one level. The final group 
of respondents, who have no strong attachments to any territorial levels, are coded as the 
non-attached.  
 Table 1 shows how the territorial identity configurations are constructed, identifies 
them as either inclusive or exclusive, and summarizes the hypothesized effects. In general, all 
inclusivists are expected to have greater attachment to the European level and support 
integration more than the exclusivists, with multilevel identitarians exhibiting the greatest 
support for Europe. Exclusive regionalists, exclusive localists, and local-regionalists are 
expected to exhibit the lowest levels of support due to the combination of their collectivist 
values, heightened need for differentiation, and parochial tendencies. Given their lack of 
attachment to any territorial levels, I expect that the non-attached will similarly have no 
attachment to the super-ordinate European level, and hence support integration less.  
 While the hypothesized effects of the various identity types are consistent across 
European attachment and support for integration, their effects differ slightly for the last 
variable of interest, support for decentralization policies. Once again, I predict that the group 
of inclusive regionalists (the multilevel identitarians and the regional-national identitarians) 
should demonstrate the greatest support for decentralization because they are the most 
interested in empowering the region as a meaningful space for political action and economic
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Table 3.1. Composition of Territorial Identity Configurations & Predicted Effects 
Identity Type Strong Attachment European Attachment 
Inclusive Identity   
Multilevel Identitarian All Levels Strongly Positive 
Regional-National 
Identitarian 
Regional and National Positive 
Local-National Identitarian Local and National Positive 
   
Exclusive Identity   
Local-Regional Local and Regional Strongly Negative 
Exclusive Localist Local Only Strongly Negative 
Exclusive Regionalist Regional Only Strongly Negative 
Exclusive Nationalist National Only Negative 
   
Neither Identity   
Non-Attached None Negative 
   
Identity Type  Integration Support Decentralization 
Inclusive Identity   
Multilevel Identitarian Strongly Positive Strongly Positive 
Regional-National 
Identitarian 
Positive Strongly Positive 
Local-National Identitarian Positive Strongly Negative 
   
Exclusive Identity   
Local-Regional Strongly Negative Negative 
Exclusive Localist Strongly Negative Strongly Negative 
Exclusive Regionalist Strongly Negative Negative 
Exclusive Nationalist Negative Strongly Negative 
   
Neither Identity   
Non-Attached Negative Negative 
Note: Attachment to territorial level is measured on a four-point scale, with 1 = not at all attached and 
4 = very attached. Only a response of “very attached” is coded as having a strong attachment. 
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development. While I anticipate the preference for decentralization to be somewhat low and 
negative in the case of exclusive regionalist, I expect that on certain issues, such as regional 
language policy, they should exhibit greater preference for regional decentralization. On the 
other hand, respondents who lack a strong regional identity (local-national identitarians, 
exclusive nationalists, and exclusive localists) should strongly oppose decentralization 
regardless of the issue.  
 To measure these identity types, I use data collected by the Observatoire 
Interrégionale de Politique (OIP) 2001 survey, conducted in 19 out of 22 French regions. 
Haute-Normandie, Champagne-Ardennes, and Auvergne were not included in the survey. All 
the regions were equally represented, with about 700 respondents hailing from each region. 
The total sample size is 13, 352 respondents.  
 The OIP 2001 survey asked respondents to indicate their attachment to the local, 
regional, and national levels on a four-point scale ranging from “not at all attached” to “very 
attached.” Only respondents who reported being “very attached” to a level were coded as 
having a strong attachment to that level.   
 Table 2 shows how the respondents in the sample fall into one of three categories: 
inclusive identitarians, exclusive identitarians, and non-attached. We see that multilevel and 
regional-national identitarians, who are construed as inclusive regionalists, constitute about 
46% of the French sample. Local-regional identitarians and exclusive regionalists are a much 
smaller group, constituting only 11% of the sample. Finally, we see that for 23% of the 
respondents who claim a strong territorial attachment to at least one level, regional identity is 
not salient at all. Among those who feel strongly attached to the regional level, a much larger 
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proportion are regional inclusivists, which is consistent with the theorized general shift in 
Europe towards modern values (Keating 1998).   
 
Table 3.2. Distribution of Sample Across Identity Types 
Identity Type Percent Frequency 
Inclusive Identity   
Multilevel Identitarian 32.13 4290 
Regional-National Identitarian 13.68 1827 
Local-National Identitarian 5.33 712 
Total Inclusive 51.14 6829 
   
Exclusive Identity   
Local-Regional Identitarian 6.51 869 
Exclusive Localist 3.84 513 
Exclusive Regionalist 4.93 658 
Exclusive Nationalist 13.81 1844 
Total Exclusive 29.1 3884 
   
Neither Identity   
Non-Attached 19.76 2639 
   
Total 100 13,352 
Source: Observatoire Interrégionale Politique 2001 
 
 
 The literature reviewed so far certainly suggests that regional inclusivists and 
exclusivists constitute two distinct groups, with different value orientations, world-views, 
and socioeconomic backgrounds. But is this really the case? I use one-way ANOVA analysis 
to test the difference in the means of exclusive regionalists, inclusive regionalists, and 
exclusive nationalists on a variety of OIP 2001 questions. Table 3 reports the results of the 
means tests, and confirms that the exclusive regionalists differ significantly from both 
inclusive regionalists and exclusive nationalist on a wide range of socio-demographic and 
attitudinal variables, but not always in the way that the literature predicts.  
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Table 3.3. Difference in Means of Socio-Demographic and Attitudinal Variables 
 Regional 
Exclusivists 
Regional 
Inclusivists 
National 
Exclusivists 
Socio-Demographic Variables    
Age 42 52** 47** 
Level of education (5 pt. scale) 2.55 2.26** 2.28** 
Monthly income (7 pt. scale) 4.65 4.54* 5.09** 
Urban (9 pt. scale) 4.03 4.11 4.73** 
Frequency of church attendance (3 pt. 
scale) 
1.84 1.96** 1.86 
Interest in politics (4 pt. scale) 2.12 2.20** 2.30** 
    
Attitudes Towards Region    
Region as place of history and culture 
(dummy variable) 
.49 .46* .43** 
Region as place of economic 
development (dummy variable) 
.18 .22** .21* 
Regional commonality (4 pt. scale) 3.06 3.03 2.57** 
Satisfaction with regional democracy (4 
pt. scale) 
2.60 2.74** 2.62 
Confidence in regional future (4 pt. 
scale) 
2.87 2.95** 2.78** 
Citizen of region (4 pt. scale) 3.09 3.26** 2.37** 
    
Political Attitudes    
Citizen of France (4 pt. scale) 2.77 3.23** 3.16** 
Need for social change (5 pt. scale) 3.53 3.43** 3.48 
Source: Observatoire Interrégionale Politique 2001 
Note. ** Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional Exclusivists is statistically 
significant at .01 level. * Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional 
Exclusivists is statistically significant at .05 level. 
 
 
 The first inconsistency concerns their demographic profile. Regional exclusivists, on 
average, are younger, have acquired a higher level of education, and have a higher income. 
Furthermore, exclusive nationalists are more educated and earn more than the two regionalist 
groups. This is surprising in light of McLaren (2006 and 2007) and Fligstein’s (2008) 
findings with respect to inclusivists. Unexpectedly, regional exclusivists are also the least 
religious of the two groups, but—in line with expectations—they are less interested in 
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politics. Exclusive nationalists are more urban than the other two categories. Inclusive and 
exclusive regionalists do not differ in urbanism. 
 On over half of the attitudinal variables, exclusive regionalists conform to the 
expectations. They are more likely to view the region as place of history and culture, rather 
than as a place for economic development. They are more likely to answer that they have 
more in common with other regional inhabitants than the other two groups. They are more 
likely than exclusive nationalists to feel citizens of their region (although not as likely as 
inclusive regionalists) and are less likely to feel citizens of France. These findings underscore 
that the exclusive regionalists are more concerned with the cultural life of the region and 
more inclined to conceive of the region as a tight-knit community. Exclusive regionalists are 
less likely to be satisfied with how democracy functions in their region and less likely to be 
confident in their region’s future, which appears not surprising given the fact that exclusive 
regionalists are predicted to be unhappy with the impact of modernization on their way of 
life. Somewhat unexpectedly and inconsistent with their presumed conservative stance, they 
are also more likely to respond that there should be more change to society. 
 There appear then to be limits to extrapolating Keating’s predictions about 
traditionalist/exclusivists to exclusive/ inclusive regional identitarians. The regional 
exclusive and inclusive categories may not fully capture the traditionalist/modernist 
categories. But it may also be possible that the data capture a regionalism in motion. It is 
possible that there is a shift in the types of individuals who are currently associated with 
traditionalism/exclusivism. The regionalization reforms of the 1980s may have created a new 
generation of youths who are more exclusionary in their regional identity, and who resist 
influence form the center. Several studies show that regional identity in France is now 
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burgeoning amongst youths, who are also more likely to develop an interest in learning and 
preserving their regional languages (Cole and Williams 2004; Bray 2006). In this case, a 
higher level of education makes these youths more aware of the detriments of political 
centralization on regional identity and development, leading them to reject Paris. While 
Inglehart (1970; see also Hainmueller and Hiscox 2007) predicts that more educated 
respondents are more likely to be open to ideas such as European integration, European 
identity, and immigration, education could promote opposite attitudes. The younger, more 
educated respondents could similarly be more aware of the dangers that integration poses to 
the cultural and economic integrity of the region, resulting in a more heightened 
differentiation motive for those with an exclusive regional identity.  
  
3.4.1 A Detour to Attitudes in Spain 
How robust are these findings across contexts? I conducted the same analysis with Spanish 
survey data. Given the prevalence of strong minority nationalist movements in the Basque 
Country and Catalonia, the greater emphasis on regional identity and deeper decentralization 
in Spain, one might expect more modern regionalists, and perhaps even a different 
demographic profile. If there is one context where modern regionalism should be associated 
with demographic winners—young, educated, mobile—it should be in Catalonia or the 
Basque country.   
 The Spanish data comes from a public opinion survey conducted by the Centro de 
Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS) in 2006.22 The same strategy for constructing territorial 
identity configurations was pursued. Table A (Appendix Two) shows the distribution of 
                                                 
22 The survey was carried out in all 17 Comunidades Autónomas (Autonomous Communities or regions). While 
the CIS sampled a total of 3,192 people, the Basque Country, Catalonia, Madrid, and Valencia are all 
overrepresented, with roughly 600 respondents hailing from each of these regions. 
71  
 
territorial identity configurations across Spain, the Basque and Catalan samples. The 
proportion of multilevel identitarians is indeed higher (42% as compared to 32% in France), 
which is consistent with the literature on the prevalence of multiple/nested identities in Spain 
(Moreno 2006; Moreno et al. 1998; Diez Medrano and Gutierrez 2001; Marks 1999). The 
proportion of multilevel identitarians in Catalonia (35%) is more on par with the French 
sample, and is much smaller for the Basque Country (22%). Overall, when the multilevel and 
the region-national identitarian categories are combined to form the regional inclusivist 
group, the proportion is roughly the same in Spain (47%) and France (46%). There are more 
local-regional identitarians in Spain (16%) than in France (7%), and this increases sharply in 
the historical nations of Basque Country (39%) and Catalonia (30%). When the local-
regional identitarian and the exclusive regionalists are combined to form the broader regional 
exclusivists group, 20% of Spanish respondents fall into this category against 12% of French. 
Finally, the proportion of exclusive nationalists is somewhat larger in France (14%) than in 
Spain (9%).  
 A similar socio-demographic picture emerges across both countries and across the 
Spanish minority nations. Table B (Appendix Two) provides the difference in means 
statistics for the one-way ANOVA analysis in Spain. Just as in France, the exclusive 
regionalists are younger, more educated, less urban and less religious than the inclusive 
regionalists and the exclusive nationalists. This finding holds for the minority nations (Table 
C and D in Appendix Two).  The CIS survey lacks a question that probes the respondent’s 
interest in politics. I use the frequency of reading the news as a proxy, and detect a difference 
between the Spanish and the French sample, with exclusive regionalists showing greater 
interest in following the news in Spain than the other two categories.  
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 Unfortunately, the CIS survey does not ask respondents whether they perceive their 
region primarily in cultural or economic terms, whether they are satisfied with regional 
democracy, or how confident they feel about their region’s future. The next best option is to 
look at two questions that tap into a respondent’s sense of loyalty and pride in their region as 
proxy for feeling a sense of regional commonality. The exclusive regionalists are much more 
likely to construe themselves as regional “nationalists” and to take greater pride in their 
region than the other two categories. Once again, it is difficult to assess how these results 
compare across the two countries. French exclusive regionalists feel a greater sense of 
regional commonality, but are less satisfied with regional democracy, have less confidence in 
the regional future, and feel less like a regional citizen than the inclusive regionalists. On the 
other hand, this difference is not so surprising if we think about the importance of context in 
shaping attitudes about the region (Keating 1996, 1998). Perhaps the French regional 
exclusivists feel less optimistic about their region precisely because regional institutions have 
not been allowed to develop to same degree as in Spain. 
 Finally, we can look at the way Spanish regionalists feel about Spanish identity. On 
average, regional exclusivists are much less likely to think of themselves as Spanish and to 
have pride in being Spanish than the other two categories. (The exception here is the group of 
exclusive regionalists in Catalonia, who feel more proud.) This compares nicely with the 
French exclusive regionalists who are less likely to think of themselves as citizens of France. 
 On the whole, the analysis of the Spanish sample reinforces the findings in France – 
the socio-demographic profile of exclusive regionalists is indeed quite different from 
Keating’s depiction of traditional regionalism and very different from the socio-demographic 
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and attitudinal profile of exclusive nationalism (McLaren 2006; Fligstein 2008; Hooghe and 
Marks 2005).  
How does this inform attitudes on Europe? In an extension of the analysis of the 
Spanish data above, Brigevich (forthcoming) shows that Spanish exclusive regionalists are 
less attached to Europe. This relationship is strongest for the Basque Country, a region with a 
more ethnicity-based identity, and weakest for Catalonia, which has a more civic regional 
identity. Turning back to the French data, we therefore expect regional exclusivists to be less 
attached to Europe and to less supportive of European integration. However, we expect 
exclusive regionalists to be more supportive of decentralization, particularly in the realm of 
linguistic and cultural affairs.  
 
3.5 DATA, OPERATIONALIZATION, AND METHOD 
 To test the hypotheses outlined in the previous two sections, I rely on individual-level 
survey data collected in 2001 by OIP in 19 of the 22 French regions. I employ maximum 
likelihood estimation to analyze the impact of territorial identity on three main dependent 
variables: attachment to Europe (model 1), support for integration (model 2), and preference 
for decentralization (model 3). Because the attachment and integration variables are ordinal, 
ordered logit estimation is used for models 1 and 2. The decentralization variable is binary, 
and logit estimation is used for model 3. Decentralization is a complicated process that may 
be applied to many policy areas, and not always in a uniform way. To further elaborate on 
individual preferences for the type of decentralization, I include two supplementary 
dependent variables. The first asks respondents to what extent they prefer regional control 
over EU funds (model 4), or economic decentralization. The second asks respondents to what 
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extent they prefer regional control over language instruction in schools (model 5), or cultural 
decentralization. Ordered logit estimation is used for both models 4 and 5.  
 My key independent variable is the territorial identity configurations measure 
described above. The measure is, in effect, a series of eight categorical variables. Because I 
am mostly concerned with the difference between regional exclusivist on the one hand, and 
regional inclusivists and national exclusivists on the other, I use regional exclusivists as the 
baseline category.  
 
3.5.1 Dependent Variables 
 To measure attachment to Europe, I use an OIP 2001 question that asks individuals 
to rate their attachment to Europe on a four-point scale, where 4 = very attached, 3 = 
somewhat attached, 2 = not very attached, 1 = not at all attached.  
One drawback to the OIP 2001 questionnaire is that it does not explicitly ask about 
support for the EU or integration. However, it does ask respondents how frequently they 
think of themselves as a citizen of Europe on a four-point scale, where 4 = very often, 3 = 
somewhat often, 2 = not very often, and 1 = never. I use this question as a proxy for 
integration support. The logic here is that individuals who think of themselves as citizens of 
Europe are defining their allegiance to EU institutions. As Bruter (2004) points out, political 
identity (as is the case with feeling a citizen of some entity X) refers to the identification of 
citizens with a particular political structure or the political institutions of that structure.23 
                                                 
23 One possible concern is that European attachment and support for integration are typically highly 
correlated, and the literature tends to confound the two variables, using them as proxies for one another (Bruter 
2003). Hooghe and Marks (2005), for example, find that the two are correlated at .30. Indeed, the attachment 
and citizenship variables used here are highly correlated at .50. On the one hand, we should expect that the two 
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Hence, a higher frequency of thinking about oneself as a European citizen should imply 
greater support for integration. 
Preference for greater decentralization is measured using a question that asks 
respondents, “Some say today that to conduct politics effectively for the development of 
regions, regional councils do not have enough power, while others say that they have all the 
powers they need. With which of the two opinions do you agree?” I operationalize this 
measure as a binary variable, where 0 = regional councils have all the power they need, and 1 
= regional councils don’t have enough power.  
To better clarify the type of decentralization preferred (economic or 
cultural/linguistic), I use two additional questions. The first asks, “Do you think it is a good 
or bad thing to give regional councils more freedom to negotiate and manage EU funds 
without going through the state?” The second, “Do you think it is a good or bad thing to 
allow regional councils to develop the learning of regional languages in schools?” Both 
questions are operationalized using a four-point scale; where 4 = very good thing, 3 = a good 
thing, 2 = not a bad thing, 1 = a bad thing. 
 
3.5.2 Party Cue Variable 
 A key proposition in identity theory is that identities are politically constructed (Risse 
2010; Schrijver, 2004). Individuals who have strong national attachments are not 
automatically opposed to Europe integration. Political entrepreneurs, such as parties, pick up 
                                                 
should go hand in hand for most citizens, and reinforce each other. On the other hand, the two concepts are 
theoretically distinct, and it is possible to imagine a situation where the two are not compatible: an individual 
may feel strongly European without supporting integration or feeling like a EU citizen, and vice-versa. Given 
the lack of better integration-centered questions in the OIP survey, I retain the citizenship measure as a proxy. 
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the issue and attempt to mobilize the public in support for or in opposition to integration 
(Hooghe and Marks 2005 and 2008; Gabel and Scheve, 2007; Steenbergen et al., 2007; de 
Vries and Edwards, 2009). I expect party cues to have an effect on the formation of a 
European attachment and support for integration. Respondents who vote for pro-EU parties 
should be more in favor of integration and more attached to Europe than those that vote for 
Eurosceptic parties. However, because France lacks strong regionalist parties to champion 
more power to the regional level, I expect no significant effect on the preference for 
decentralization variable.  
 The party cue variable is constructed using the 2002 Chapel Hill Expert Survey 
(CHES) dataset on party positioning towards European integration (Hooghe et al., 2010). In 
the survey, country experts were asked to place parties on a seven-point scale ranging from 
strongly opposed to strongly in favor of European integration. These party positions on 
integration measure the content of the cues parties send to the electorate. The OIP survey 
asks respondents to identify the party they feel the closest to. Each respondent is coded with 
the party cue that they receive from their party. Roughly 18% of the respondents could not 
identify the party they felt closest to, while almost 20% of respondents identified with a party 
that was not included in the CHES dataset. These respondents were dropped from the 
analysis.24 
 
 
                                                 
24 Due to the relatively high percentage of missing values for the party cue variable, all models in this analysis 
were run with and without the party cue variable. In the first three models, including the party cue variable did 
not change the overall outcome of the empirical results despite the drop in the overall number of observations. 
Hence, I chose to include the party cue variable in models 1-3, as it reaches statistical significance and helps 
contribute to the overall variance explained in the analysis in the first two models. The party cue variable is not 
statistically significant in the third model, which analyzes preference for greater decentralization. As a result, 
the party cue variable is dropped in the supplementary fourth and fifth models, which further probe the 
decentralization issue.  
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3.5.3 Proxy Variables 
 An alternative explanation, proposed by Anderson (1998), is that individuals use their 
feelings about their own governments to form opinions about integration. Most citizens have 
only poor working knowledge of the EU and its institutions. Instead, they are likely to use 
information about something they know well (their own governments) to formulate opinions 
about something they know less well (integration). Previous research has shown that 
respondents who feel satisfied with their country and their country’s democracy are more 
likely to support the EU institutions and their country’s participation in them (Anderson 
1998; Gabel 1998; but see Carey 2002 for the opposite hypothesis). I use two questions to 
measure the “proxy” hypothesis. The first asks how optimistic respondents feel about the 
future of France, and the second asks respondents how satisfied they are with the way 
democracy functions in France. I expect that the first question is more likely to tap into 
economic evaluations of integration, while the second is more likely to tap into social and 
political evaluations. 
 
3.5.4 Economic Utilitarianism Variables 
 Utilitarian accounts of public opinion have found that individuals who are more likely 
to benefit economically from integration are likely to be more supportive of the process 
(Gabel 1998, McLaren 2006; Fligstein 2008). I use two OIP questions to measure this 
individual economic evaluation. The first asks respondents to evaluate whether people are 
living better, worse, or the same as before. Those who perceive that people are living better 
than before are assumed to have benefitted from integration and are more likely to support it. 
The second question asks respondents how optimistic they are about their personal future. It 
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is possible that certain individuals have not yet received the benefits of integration, but 
expect to receive them in the future. Those who are more optimistic are more likely to 
perceive the future benefits of integration and more likely to support it. 
 Individuals employed in sectors that are less mobile are less likely to benefit from the 
opening up of national borders, and less likely to support integration. Hence, I include 
dummy variables for manual workers and farmers. Women have also been identified as the 
“losers” of market liberalization, and are less likely to support integration.   
 The literature identifies the traditional winners of integration as better educated, 
wealthier, and younger (McLaren 2006, Fligstein 2008; Kriesi et al. 2008). Therefore, this 
analysis controls for levels of education, levels of income, and age, as well as gender.   
 Table 4 summarizes the indicators used to operationalize the dependent and 
independent variables employed in the empirical analysis. Table E (Appendix) provides the 
descriptive statistics for these indicators. 
 
3.6 EXPLAINING SUPPORT FOR INTEGRATION: MODELS AND RESULTS 
 Table 5 shows the results of the maximum likelihood estimation across the three main 
models. The findings more or less conform to the expectations explicated above, although 
there are some notable exceptions. Three groups of the explanatory variables – territorial 
identity, proxies, and economic utilitarianism – have a statistically significant impact across 
the first and the third models, while the territorial identity variables have a negligible effect 
in the second model. The party cue variable is statistically significant on European 
attachment and support for integration only, and not on preference for decentralization. 
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Table 3.4. Variable Descriptions 
Variables Description 
Dependent Variables   
Attachment to Europe Attachment to the European level, where 1 = not at all, 2 = not 
very, 3 = somewhat, and 4 = very. 
Support for Integration Frequency of thinking of oneself as a European citizen, where 1 = 
never, 2 = not very often, 3 = somewhat often, and 4 = very often. 
Preference for 
Decentralization 
Do regional councils have enough power to effectively conduct 
politics, where 0  = yes and 1 = no.   
Regional Control over EU 
Funds 
Is it a good or bad thing that regional councils should be allowed 
to negotiate and manage European funds without going through 
the state, where 1 = bad thing, 2 = not a bad thing, 3 = rather a 
good thing, 4 = a very good thing. 
Regional Control over 
Regional Language 
Instruction 
Is it a good or bad thing that regional councils should be allowed 
to develop the learning of regional languages in schools, where 1 
= bad thing, 2 = not a bad thing, 3 = rather a good thing, 4 = a 
very good thing. 
Independent Variables   
Identity Configurations Eight dummy variables corresponding to the identity 
configurations constructed using levels of strong attachment to the 
local, regional, and national levels: multilevel identitarian, 
regional-national identitarian, local-national identitarian, local-
regional identitarian, exclusive localist, exclusive regionalist, 
exclusive nationalist, and non-attached. 
Party Cue Variable indicating the pro-European integration content of a cue 
received by a respondent based on the party she feels closes to. 
Cues range from 1 = party is strongly opposed to integration to 7 
= party is strongly in favor of integration.  
Confidence in the Future of 
France 
Variable indicating how confident a respondent is about the future 
of France, where 1 = very pessimistic and 4 = very optimistic. 
Satisfaction with Democracy Variable indicating how well a respondent thinks democracy in 
France is functioning, where 1 = not well at all and 4 = very well. 
Confidence in Personal 
Future 
Variable indicating how confident a respondent is about her 
personal future, where 1 = very pessimistic and 4 = very 
optimistic. 
Better/Worse Evaluation Are people living better, worse, or the same today as in the past, 
where worse = 1, same = 2, and better = 3. 
Manual Worker Dummy variable where manual workers are coded as 1. 
Farmer  Dummy variable where farmers are coded as 1. 
Education Highest level of education achieved, where 1 = primary school 
and 5 = graduate school. 
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Income Monthly income in francs, where 1 = less than 3000 F and 7 = 
more than 20,000 F 
Age Age of the respondent, ranging from 18-96. 
Gender Respondent's gender, where 0 = female and 1 = male. 
Note: All data comes from the Observatoire Interrégionale de Politic 2001 survey, other than the party cue 
variable, which is constructed using the Chapel Hill Expert Survey 2002 data. 
 
  
 On average, inclusive identitarians are more likely to have a higher level of 
attachment to Europe than exclusive identitarians (model 1). The coefficients for multilevel 
identitarians and regional-national identitarians are larger than for all the other identity 
categories, and reach significance at the 1 percent level. This indicates that there is a 
statistically significant and positive difference between these two groups and exclusive 
regionalists. At the same time, there is no statistically significant difference between 
exclusive regionalists on the one hand and local-regional identitarians and exclusive localists 
on the other, suggesting that these three groups are less likely to be attached to Europe. 
However, the coefficients in an ordered logit model are notoriously difficult to interpret, and 
the substantive importance of the independent variables cannot be gauged by looking at the 
size of the coefficients alone (Long 1997; Carey 2002). A better strategy is to examine the 
predicted probabilities of an event for differing values of an independent variable while 
holding all other continuous variables at their mean and binary variables at their median 
(Long 1997).  
 Table 6 shows the predicted probabilities of different levels of attachment to Europe 
for each of the territorial identity groups. For ease of interpretation, the responses of “not at 
all attached” and “not very attached” have been collapsed into one category ( = 0), and the 
responses of “somewhat attached” and “very attached” have been combined into a second  
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Table 3.5. Results of Maximum Likelihood Estimation of Attachment to Europe (Model 1), 
Support for Integration (Model 2), Preference for Decentralization (Model 3). 
 European 
Attachment 
Integration 
Support 
 
Decent. 
Preference 
Territorial Identity Variables    
Multilevel Identitarian .550** .168 .215 
Regional-National Identitarian .490** .032 .267* 
Local-National Identitarian .408** .133 .222 
Local-Regional Identitarian .126 .018 .319* 
Exclusive Localist .163 .016 -.220 
Exclusive Regionalist (omitted)    
Exclusive Nationalist .408** .180 .103 
Non-Attached -.115 .085 -.049 
Party Cue Variable .246** .121** .020 
Proxy Variables    
Confidence in Future of France .540** .511** -.109** 
Satisfaction with Democracy .282** .224** -.188** 
Economic Utilitarianism 
Variables 
   
Confidence in Personal Future .026 .021 .037 
Better or Worse Evaluation .159** .111* -.090** 
Manual Worker Dummy -.048 -.033 .152* 
Farmer Dummy -.369** -.180 -.129 
Education .214** .112** -.054** 
Income .049** .020 -.010 
Controls    
Age .203** .016** -.002 
Gender .246** .240** -.159** 
    
LR chi-squared 1373.61 842.91 160.40 
Log Likelihood -8145.0793 -8886.8327 -4752.4825 
N 7026 7053 7069 
Pseudo R-Squared .078 .045 .016 
    
Note: Models 1 and 2 are ordinal logit estimations, while model 3 is a logit estimation. **significant 
at the .01 level; *significant at the .05 level 
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Table 3.6. Predicted Probabilities by Different Types of Territorial Identity, % 
Attachment to Europe Not at All/ 
Not Very 
Somewhat/
Very 
Group 
Mean 
Multilevel Identitarian 34.4 65.6 0.62** 
Regional-National Identitarian 32.3 67.7 0.63** 
Local-National Identitarian 34.9 65.1 0.65** 
Local-Regional Identitarian 39.0 61.0 0.51 
Exclusive Localist 38.3 61.7 0.55 
Exclusive Regionalist 42.6 57.4 0.57 
Exclusive Nationalist 33.8 66.2 0.64** 
Non-Attached 43.2 56.8 0.55 
    
Preference for Greater 
Decentralization 
No Yes Group 
Mean 
Multilevel Identitarian 41.1 59.9 0.57 
Regional-National Identitarian 38.6 61.4 0.59* 
Local-National Identitarian 39.8 60.2 0.55 
Local-Regional Identitarian 37.2 62.8 0.59* 
Exclusive Localist 50.5 49.5 0.51 
Exclusive Regionalist 44.8 55.2 0.54 
Exclusive Nationalist 42.5 57.5 0.53 
Non-Attached 46.2 53.8 0.51 
Note: ** Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional Exclusivists is statistically 
significant at .01 level. * Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional 
Exclusivists is statistically significant at .05 level. 
 
 
category ( = 1 ). Table 6 also shows the group means for the eight identity categories, and an 
ANOVA test has been performed to indicate whether the difference in means is statistically 
significant. The probability of expressing higher attachment to Europe is greatest among 
regional-national identitarians (67.7%), followed by multilevel identitarians (65.6%) and 
local-national identitarians (65.1%). Exclusive regionalists (57.4%) and the non-attached 
(56.8%) have the lowest probability of high attachment to Europe, after controlling for a 
myriad of factors. These probabilities are reflected in the group means, which show that 
local-national identitarians (0.65) have the highest attachment to Europe when using the 
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newly truncated attachment measure, and local-regional identitarians (0.51) have the lowest 
attachment.  
 These findings lend support to the theory that individuals with dual, higher-order, 
attachments are more inclusive and open towards out-groups and broader identity categories, 
while exclusive regionalists are more parochial, more protective of their region from 
outsiders, and more inclined to have a narrow sense of territorial identity that prevents 
attachment to larger-scale identity categories. Not only do these respondents reject the 
national level, but also the European.  
 The most surprising results are in the second model, where there is no statistically 
significant difference between any of the identity types. This is especially unusual given that 
European attachment and European citizenship are highly correlated. One conclusion is that 
attachment/identity and citizenship/integration support are indeed distinct states of being, and 
should not be conflated with one another. The second model also reinforces economic 
utilitarianism theories, which postulate that economic calculations drive individual attitudes 
towards integration. A general trend amongst the identity variables, although it lacks 
significance, is that regionalism dampens support for integration: regional-identitarians, 
local-regional identitarians, and regional exclusivists all have a lower frequency of thinking 
of themselves as European citizens. This finding should encourage future scholarship to 
further explore the relationship between regional identity and support for integration, 
particularly in light of theories that predict a positive correlation between the two (Risse 
2010; Llamazares and Marks 2006). One explanation for the lack of significance of the 
identity variables is that territorial identity might not be sufficiently salient for French 
citizens when evaluating the costs and benefits of integration.  
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 The results of model 3 in Table 5 show that there is a statistically significant 
difference in preference for greater decentralization between the exclusive regionalists on the 
one hand and regional-national and local-regional identitarians on the other. The model raises 
some questions about the validity of the new regionalism theory, which posits that inclusive 
regionalists are more supportive of decentralization policies than other identity types. There 
is no statistically significant difference between exclusive regionalists and multilevel 
identitarians on decentralization, although Table 6 shows that the predicted probability of 
multilevel identitarians preferring greater decentralization is slightly higher than for 
exclusive regionalists, (59.9% versus 55.15%, respectively). The theory is partially bolstered 
by the finding that regional-national identitarians have the second-highest predicted 
probability to favor decentralization (61.37%) while exclusive regionalists have a 
comparatively low probability (55.16%). The group means in Table 6 support make this 
more clear: regional-national identitarians have a mean of 0.59 for the preference for greater 
decentralization, while exclusive regionalists have a somewhat lower mean of 0.54. 
However, the theory is compromised by the fact that local-regional identitarians have the 
highest probability of favoring greater decentralization (62.79%) and the highest group mean 
(0.59). As a result, we cannot say with confidence that inclusive regionalists are more likely 
to construe the region as a meaningful political space, and wish to further empower regional 
actors to make important decisions regarding the region’s future, while exclusive regionalists 
are more comfortable with the status quo. 
 Turning to control variables for support for Europe, I find that both proxy variables 
have a significant effect across the models. Being satisfied with French democracy and 
having confidence in the future of France make individuals more attached to Europe and 
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more likely to support integration. On the other hand, these same attitudes make one less 
likely to prefer decentralization. This sentiment is echoed by the negative coefficient of the 
“better/worse evaluation” variable in model 3.  
 The economic utilitarianism variables are significant. A more positive evaluation of 
one’s personal condition is associated with greater attachment to Europe and support for 
integration. More education and greater income also lead individuals to support Europe more, 
but decentralization policies less.  
 The statistically significant coefficient for the party cue variable in models 1 and 2 
shows that there is indeed a cueing effect between political parties and individuals when it 
comes to issues of European identity and European citizenship. As predicted, this cueing 
effect is absent on the issue of decentralization. The positive coefficient on the party cue 
variable in the first two models suggests that pro-integration parties cue their constituents to 
support the European project. However, because the variable, as operationalized here, is not 
truly continuous, but in essence categorical, a multinomial logit model is more appropriate to 
ascertain the actual cueing effect across all parties in the analysis. 
To further explore the impact of identity on attitudes towards decentralization, models 
4 and 5 (Table 7) unpack decentralization. They corroborate that the absence of a regional 
identity, either inclusive or exclusive, dampens support for decentralization, but not the 
hypothesis that inclusive regionalists are more likely to favor decentralization, whether 
general, economic or cultural. Indeed, there is no statistically significant difference between 
multilevel identitarians and exclusive regionalists on either economic of cultural 
decentralization preferences, while the coefficient for regional-national identitarians is 
significant and negative. At the same time, there is no statistically significant difference 
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between the exclusive regionalists and local-regional identitarians. This suggests that 
exclusive regionalists and local-regional identitarians are indeed more supportive of both 
economic and cultural decentralization than any of the other identity types. 
Table 8 presents the predicted probabilities for the differing levels of preference for 
economic and cultural decentralization for the eight identity types, as well as the group 
means.  As in the European attachment model above, the response options have been 
collapsed into two categories: “bad thing” and “not a bad thing” into the first category ( = 0 ) 
and “rather a good thing” and “a very good thing” into the second ( = 1 ). The table clearly 
shows that local-regional identitarians have the highest probability of thinking that regional 
control over EU funds and over regional language instruction in schools are a good thing 
(58.1% and 78.7%, respectively), while exclusive regionalists have the second highest 
(55.2% and 78.6%, respectively). Turning to the group means, there is no statistically 
significant difference between the multilevel identitarians (0.53), local-regional identitarians 
(0.59) and exclusive regionalists (0.55) on preference for economic decentralization, with the 
three groups exhibiting the highest averages. The latter two also have the highest group 
means for cultural decentralization, (0.80 and 0.78, respectively). Not surprisingly, excusive 
nationalists are the least likely to support both economic and cultural decentralization, with 
the respective means of 0.45 and 0.62. On the whole, cultural decentralization appears to be a 
less contentious issue than economic decentralization, with much larger group averages 
across all identity categories for the former rather than the latter. 
The findings above broadly confirm that two distinct regional identity logics exist. 
Inclusive and exclusive regionalists have distinct socio-demographic profiles, and boast 
distinct political attitudes on what constitutes a region, satisfaction with the government and 
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Table 3.7. Results of Maximum Likelihood Estimation on Preference for Economic 
Decentralization (Model 4) and Cultural/Linguistic Decentralization (Model 5). 
 Economic 
Decent. 
Cultural 
Decent. 
Territorial Identity Variables   
Multilevel Identitarian -.084 -.055 
Regional-National Identitarian -.352** -.205* 
Local-National Identitarian -.296** -.329** 
Local-Regional Identitarian .114 .095 
Exclusive Localist -.237* -.393** 
Exclusive Regionalist (omitted)   
Exclusive Nationalist -.415** -.556** 
Non-Attached -.238** -.602** 
Proxy Variables   
Confidence in Future of France .025 .134** 
Satisfaction with Democracy -.048 -.091** 
Economic Utilitarianism Variables   
Confidence in Personal Future .064* .102** 
Better or Worse Evaluation .045* -.094** 
Manual Worker Dummy .054 .217** 
Farmer Dummy .288** -.252** 
Education -.074** -.177** 
Income -.027* -.148** 
Controls   
Age .000 -.022** 
Gender -.005 -.106** 
   
LR chi-squared 168.82 1049.28 
Log Likelihood -12,553.77 -13,031.58 
N 10,496 
 
10,842 
Pseudo R-Squared .007 .039 
Note. **significant at the .01 level; *significant at the .05 level 
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Table 3.8. Predicted Probabilities for Decentralization Preferences by Different Types of 
Territorial Identity, % 
Regional Control over EU 
Funds 
Bad Thing/Not 
a Bad Thing 
Rather a Good 
Thing/Very 
Good Thing 
Group 
Mean 
Multilevel Identitarian 47.7 52.3 0.53 
Regional-National Identitarian 54.3 45.7 0.46** 
Local-National Identitarian 51.9 48.1 0.49** 
Local-Regional Identitarian 41.9 58.1 0.59 
Exclusive Localist 50.8 49.2 0.50* 
Exclusive Regionalist 44.8 55.2 0.55 
Exclusive Nationalist 54.6 45.4 0.45** 
Non-Attached 49.9 50.1 0.49** 
    
Regional Control over Language 
Instruction 
Bad Thing/Not 
a Bad Thing 
Rather a Good 
Thing/Very 
Good Thing 
Group 
Mean 
Multilevel Identitarian 24.2 75.8 0.74** 
Regional-National Identitarian 27.5 72.5 0.71** 
Local-National Identitarian 31.4 68.6 0.65** 
Local-Regional Identitarian 21.3 78.7 0.80 
Exclusive Localist 28.5 71.5 0.73** 
Exclusive Regionalist 21.4 78.6 0.78 
Exclusive Nationalist 33.7 66.3 0.62** 
Non-Attached 33.4 66.6 0.67** 
Note: ** Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional Exclusivists is statistically 
significant at .01 level. * Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional 
Exclusivists is statistically significant at .05 level. 
 
 
their personal life, and feelings of regional and national citizenship. Inclusive regionalists are 
more supportive of integration but less supportive of decentralization than the exclusive 
regionalists. The theory performs well when explaining the differing levels of attachment to 
Europe, and to a certain extent predicting support for integration. 
However, contrary to initial expectations, inclusive regionalists are less—not more—
likely than exclusive regionalists to support decentralization when prompted about specific 
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policies. I propose that the explanation lies in the unpredicted socio-demographics of 
modern-day exclusive regionalists. While exclusive regionalism may have traditionally been 
associated with parochial, complacent, and pro-central government political values, 
globalization and modernization have created a context for young, educated, mobile, and 
exclusively regionalist people to demand regional control over specific economic and 
cultural instruments essential to regional development: funds, and linguistic and cultural 
education. The cultural awakening within contemporary French regions appears to be felt 
more strongly by the younger generation. Because exclusive regionalists are, on average, 
more educated and younger, they may be more familiar with the functioning of the EU and 
more aware of the potential dangers that integration poses for the region. At the same time, 
they are more aware of the pitfalls of centralized economic and cultural policies. Hence, 
exclusive regionalists are not willing to rely on the central government to make decisions on 
behalf of the region. In a Europe where borders are more porous it is not surprising that 
exclusive regionalists advocate greater control over their distinct, closely-knit, regional 
communities. 
 
3.6.1 Variation Among Regions 
At the same time, we must be careful in asserting that the impact of regional identity 
is uniform across all of France’s regions. As Brigevich’s (forthcoming) study of Spanish 
regional identities shows, the effect of regional exclusivism on European attachment varies 
across the historical nations of the Basque Country and Catalonia – it exerts a more negative 
effect in the former and has a neutral effect in the latter. Regional identities, like all social 
identities, are forged in a specific context and are constantly open to reinterpretation by 
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regional elites to suit the political demands of the day (Keating 1998; Schrijver 2004; Diez 
Medrano and Gutierrez). While some elites may wish to build regional identity along more 
inclusive, civic-minded lines, others may see greater utility in fostering a more exclusionary, 
ethnic representation of that identity. Therefore, we should not be surprised to see that the 
content and impact of regional identity in France differs from one distinctive region to the 
next. 
 To explore this contextual difference in the impact of regional identity on attachment 
to Europe, support for integration, and preference for greater decentralization, I turn the 
analysis to two French regions with salient regional identities: Corsica and Brittany. Both 
regions can be considered historic nationalities, much like Basque Country and Catalonia in 
Spain (Keating 1998). Table 9 shows the distribution of the territorial identity configurations 
across these two regions.  
 Corsican identity, like Basque identity, is rooted in a more ethnic-based 
representation of the region that has traditionally been hostile to the central state. Corsicans 
have a distinct culture and language that is much closer to Sardinian than French. Political 
discourse has largely portrayed the French as colonizers who, through ineffectual planning, 
have destroyed the Corsican economy (Dupoirier 2001). Indeed, the island is one of the least 
economically developed French metropolitan regions, with a higher than average rate of 
unemployment and GDP per capita 23% below the national average (Daftary 2003; Eurostat 
2006). The economy is heavily subsidized by the French government and the EU. Public 
disaffection with the central government has been funneled into a variety of Corsican parties 
that advocate greater autonomy from France, if not outright secession, (at times, quite 
violently). These parties are the most successful of the regionalist parties in France, although 
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they rarely garner more than 20% of the vote in local elections (Keating 1998; Schrijver 
2004). Therefore, we should see a more pronounced regionalist identity in Corsica than in 
any of the French regions, and possibly the most exclusionary. Additionally, given frequent 
calls for greater regional autonomy on behalf of the political elite, we should see that 
preference for decentralization should be quite strong in Corsica, and should be reflected in a 
significant cueing effect between parties and citizens. Unfortunately, the Chapel Hill Expert 
Survey does not include data on Corsican parties, and I expect that the cueing effect will be 
underestimated in the Corsican model. Nonetheless, voting for a pro-integration party should 
lead to greater support for integration and decentralization. 
 
 
Table 3.9. Distribution of Sample Across Identity Types in Corsica and Brittany, % 
Identity Type  Corsica Brittany 
Inclusive Identity   
Multilevel Identitarian 42.63 36.42 
Regional-National 
Identitarian 
7.93 15.93 
Local-National Identitarian 1.7 2.42 
Total Inclusive 52.26 54.77 
   
Exclusive Identity   
Local-Regional Identitarian 26.49 8.68 
Exclusive Localist 1.13 2.13 
Exclusive Regionalist 8.22 13.09 
Exclusive Nationalist 5.24 7.11 
Total Exclusive 41.08 31.01 
   
Neither Identity   
Non-Attached 6.66 14.22 
   
N 706 703 
Source: Observatoire Interrégionale Politique 2001. 
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 The TIC distribution in Table 9 shows an extremely high proportion of Corsican 
exclusive regionalists (35%), the largest in all of the French regions. At the same time, the 
proportion of multilevel identitarians (43%) is also the highest in France. These figures 
suggest an interesting tension between traditional-exclusive regionalists with a more narrow 
sense of Corsican identity and modern-inclusive regionalists who move beyond parochialism 
to embraced the idea of a more competitive and integrated region. Given the salience of 
regional identity in Corsica, the proportion of exclusive nationalists is the lowest in the 
country. 
 Table 10 shows the maximum likelihood estimation results for model 1 (attachment 
to Europe), model 2 (support for integration), model 4 (preference for economic 
decentralization) and model 5 (preference for cultural/linguistic decentralization). The 
associations are broadly in line with those of the whole French sample.  
 Model 1 supports the hypothesis that inclusive identitarians are more attached to 
Europe. As in the full French sample above, there is a statistically significant and positive 
difference between the inclusive identitarians on one hand, and the exclusive regionalists on 
the other. Interestingly, in Corsica, the exclusive nationalists are also more likely to feel 
greater attachment to Europe. This last result calls into question the argument that 
respondents from historical nations with a strong regional identity are more likely to support 
the European project than respondents who lack a regional identity.   
 Unlike in the broader French sample, two of the identity categories have a significant 
effect on support for integration. In Corsica, multilevel identitarians and exclusive 
nationalists are more likely to support integration. The rest of the model performs less well – 
with only the proxy variables and the “better/worse evaluation” variable having a noteworthy 
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Table 3.10 Results of Maximum Likelihood Estimation for Attachment to Europe (Model 1), 
Support for Integration (Model 2), Preference for Economic Decentralization (Model 4) and 
Preference for Cultural/Linguistic Decentralization (Model 5) in Corsica. 
Note: All four models are ordinal logit estimations. **significant at the .01 level; *significant at the 
.05 level. The category of exclusive localists was dropped in models 1, 2, and 5 due to its extremely 
low response rate and the resulting collinearity from including the party cue variable. (In other words, 
there was no difference between the exclusive localists and regionalists in the models.)  The party cue 
variable was excluded from model 4 due to its statistical insignificance and the fact that it led to a 
failed chi-square test. 
  
 European 
Attach. 
Integ. 
Support 
Economic 
Decent. 
Cultural 
Decent. 
     
Territorial Identity Variables     
Multilevel Identitarian 1.235** .961** -.50 -.620 
Regional-National Identitarian 1.573** .855 -.87* -.565 
Local-National Identitarian 2.308 1.487 -2.50** -2.883 
Local-Regional Identitarian .711 .641 .06 .475 
Exclusive Localist dropped dropped -.26 dropped 
Exclusive Regionalist (omitted)     
Exclusive Nationalist 1.094* 1.098* -1.15** -1.910** 
Non-Attached .557 .437 -.72 -1.328** 
Party Cue Variable .150 .055 dropped .227* 
Proxy Variables     
Confidence in Future of France .433* .307 -.20 -.106 
Satisfaction with Democracy .584** .545** .02 .231 
Economic Utilitarianism 
Variables 
    
Confidence in Personal Future -.040 .197 .11 .132 
Better or Worse Evaluation .173 .146 .03 -.118 
Manual Worker Dummy -.432 -.283 .37 -.367 
Farmer Dummy -.687 .301 .80 1.538 
Education .040 -.002 -.004 -.089 
Income .054 .071 .06 .047 
Controls     
Age .008 -.002 .000 -.011 
Gender .150 .415 .24 .048 
     
LR chi-squared 78.30 57.25 45.79 51.69 
Log Likelihood -379.07 -422.70 -683.24 -344.87 
N 331 330 548 326 
Pseudo R-Squared .0936 .0634 .0324 .0697 
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effect. As in the extended analysis, satisfaction with French democracy is associated with 
greater integration support. 
 The results of the decentralization models somewhat mimic the analysis for the whole 
of France, although the relationship between the difference in identity type and preference for 
decentralization is somewhat weaker in Corsica, as evidenced by the fact that some identity 
categories fail to reach statistical significance, while others are only significant at the .05 
level. On the whole, as in the broader French sample, the exclusive regionalists and local-
regional identitarians are the most supportive of both economic and cultural decentralization 
policy, while respondents who lack a regional component to their identity are the least 
supportive. 
 Surprisingly, the party cue variable is statistically significant only with respect to 
cultural decentralization. There does not appear to be a significant cueing effect between 
parties and citizens on EU attachment or general EU support. This goes against the grain of 
comparative research as well as my own findings on all French regions. On the other hand, 
the cultural decentralization model suggests that citizens who vote for pro-integration parties 
are more likely to support cultural decentralization.  
 Exclusive regionalists constitute a smaller proportion (22%) in the Brittany sample, as 
do the multilevel identitarians (36%). While Brittany is considered a historical nation, with 
its own history, language, and culture, there are a number of reasons that regional identity is 
less salient here than in Corsica. Speaking or learning Breton was actively discouraged from 
the mid-19th to the mid-20th centuries, and it became a symbol of backwardness, 
conservatism and poverty (Cole and Williams 2004). Until the late 1950s Breton parents 
would protect their children from speaking Breton in order to not disadvantage their future 
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prospects. As Cole and Williams (2004) point out, in some parts of Brittany the older 
generation will still refuse to admit to Breton fluency. Breton identity was also somewhat 
marred by the alliance of the Breton National Party with Nazi Germany under the Vichy 
government. However, since the 1950s efforts have been made to revive Breton language and 
culture. More pupils today are studying Breton in schools than ever before, and adult 
language training classes are thriving (Cole and Williams 2004: 557). 
While regional identification may be growing, French identity is still the most 
important identity for most Bretons. Hence, unlike in Corsica, regionalism has not been 
coupled with hostility to the central state. Furthermore, rather than linking modern-day 
Breton identity to ethnic or ascriptive traits Breton elites focus their energies on making the 
region an economic success story (Pasquier 2003). A lively network of local government 
officials, local business owners, and civil society groups has helped to improve the regional 
economy. In other words, Breton elites have sought to build a regional identity based on civic 
components, which should make for a much more inclusive regional identity. Support for 
European integration should be strong here amongst the inclusive regionalists sensitive to the 
economic opportunities provided by European integration. 
 Table 11 shows the maximum likelihood estimation results for models 1,2,4 and 5 in 
Brittany. By and large, identity does a poor job in explaining preferences. Like in Corsica 
and in France as a whole, inclusive identitarians and exclusive nationalists are more likely to 
be attached to Europe than exclusive regionalists, but like in the other two samples, territorial 
identity is a poor predictor of support for European integration (model 1). Furthermore, 
unlike in the other two samples, identity is a poor predictor of decentralization preferences, 
with a marginal impact on economic decentralization and a weakly significant effect on 
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Table 3.11. Results of Maximum Likelihood Estimation for Attachment to Europe (Model 
1), Support for Integration (Model 2), Preference for Economic Decentralization (Model 4) 
and Preference for Cultural/Linguistic Decentralization (Model 5) in Brittany. 
 European 
Attach. 
Integ. 
Support 
Economic 
Decent. 
Cultural 
Decent. 
Territorial Identity Variables     
Multilevel Identitarian .848** .272 .282 -.105 
Regional-National Identitarian .970** .217 .105 -.473 
Local-National Identitarian .737 -1.555 -1.363 -.924 
Local-Regional Identitarian .386 .175 1.045** -.264 
Exclusive Localist .316 .018 -.117 -1.060 
Exclusive Regionalist (omitted)     
Exclusive Nationalist 1.196** .704 .418 -.869* 
Non-Attached .086 .230 .226 -1.106** 
Party Cue .274** .200* .102 -.089 
Proxy Variables     
Confidence in Future of France .338* .332* .185 -.050 
Satisfaction with Democracy .112 .264 -.023 -.206 
Economic Utilitarianism Variables     
Confidence in Personal Future -.005 -.002 -.051 .390** 
Better or Worse Evaluation .222* .109 .039 -.016 
Manual Worker Dummy -.634** -.366 -.395 .273 
Farmer Dummy .075 -.266 -.288 -.386 
Education .121 .082 .158 -.086 
Income .107 .029 -.203** -.118 
Controls     
Age -.005 .012 .007 -.017** 
Gender .445* .361 .238 .031 
     
LR chi-squared 67.06 50.93 30.67 48.89 
Log Likelihood -472.24 -525.93 -491.62 -458.98 
N 426 430 421 426 
Pseudo R-Squared .0663 .0462 .0302 .0506 
Note: All four models are ordinal logit estimations. **significant at the .01 level; *significant at the 
.05 level. 
 
cultural decentralization. Exclusive nationalism and lack of territorial identity appear to 
dampen pro-decentralization attitudes but there is no difference between exclusive and 
inclusive regionalists in the case of cultural decentralization. 
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 Consistent with the finding for France as a whole, the party cue variable reaches 
statistical significance in the first and second models. Associating with a pro-integration 
party increases the likelihood of being attached to Europe and supporting integration. It is 
unclear why this is the case in Brittany and not in Corsica, given that both are historic 
nations. One possible explanation is that the Corsican party system differs greatly from the 
rest of France due to the proliferation of regionalist parties, and these parties shift the 
discourse away from Europe in favor of issues of secession/ autonomy. 
 A number of broad generalizations can be made from the analyses of France, Corsica 
and Bretagne. First, individuals who already have an inclusive territorial identity are more 
likely to form attachments to other, higher-order territorial levels (i.e., Europe). Second, 
territorial identity is generally a poor predictor of support for European integration in France. 
Third, the impact of identity on political attitudes varies across regions depending on the 
salience of issues. For example, decentralization policy is much more important for 
Corsicans than Bretons, and this is reflected in the fact that identity has a more notable 
impact in Corsica than Brittany. 
  
3.7 CONCLUDING REMARKS 
 The analysis presented here contributes to the discourse on the impact of territorial 
identity and European integration in several ways. First, it adds to the current integration 
debate by presenting a new way to measure territorial identity. This approach is useful 
because it incorporates the local and regional levels into the inclusive/exclusive identity 
framework that has been applied to national and European levels only. The analysis 
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corroborates the findings of earlier studies: individuals with multiple attachments are more 
likely to support integration policies than those who are only attached to one level.  
 Second, this paper takes a first cut at unpacking the content of regional identity. It 
demonstrates that, much like national identity, regional identity comes in two varieties: the 
inclusive identity and the exclusive identity. The analysis confirms that inclusive regional 
identity is associated with greater support for Europe, and that exclusive regionalism 
dampens European attachment even more than exclusive nationalism.  
 However, exclusive regionalists are not the conventional traditionalists portrayed by 
the literature (Keating 1998,). They are neither traditionalist in socio-demographic terms nor 
in terms of their attitudes towards policy decentralization. They are more educated, wealthier, 
and younger than inclusive regionalists. They are also more likely than any other identity 
group to advocate greater economic and cultural power to the regional level. Much more 
research needs to be undertaken to shed light on varieties of regional identity and how they 
shape political attitudes. Moreover, how well do these findings travel? Are they particular to 
France (and Spain), or are exclusive regionalists the same socio-demographically across all 
EU countries?  
 
 
 
 
Chapter 4 
 
Pairing Up or Pairing Down?: Exploring Regional Identity  
Combinations in the EU25 
 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 In the past decade, much has been written about the importance of territorial identity 
in predicting political attitudes and behavior. While the identity literature widely 
acknowledges that most individuals hold multiple identities, the focus has largely remained 
on the relationship between national and European identities, and the way these condition 
support for European integration (Hooghe and Marks 2005; Citrin and Sides 2004; Carey 
2002; McLaren 2002, 2006). Individuals who are able to reconcile national and European 
identities are much more likely to support integration and develop attachment to Europe than 
those that resist incorporating a European dimension into their conception of self.  
  There is no similarly systematic study of how regional identity shapes attitudes on 
Europe. This paper seeks to fill this gap by analyzing the extent to which subnational, 
                                                 
25 Earlier versions of this paper were presented at the Council of European Studies Conference, Boston, March 
22-24, 2012 and at the European Consortium for Political Research General Conference, Reykjavik, Iceland, 
August 26, 2011. 
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national, and supranational identities are compatible in modern day Europe, and how they 
impact attitudes towards integration. 
 How does regional identity shape attitudes? Is the effect similar to that of national 
identity? Is strong regional attachment compatible or incompatible with other territorial 
identities? In the 1970’s, strong regionalism was typically associated with minority nations 
that rejected the idea of Europe (Keating 1998). However, some scholars argue that we are 
witnessing a shift from a more exclusionary “old” regionalism, to a modern and progressive 
“new” regionalism that embraces the idea of a multicultural Europe (Keating 1998; 
Christiansen 1997; Schmitt-Egner 2002) and supports both political and economic 
integration. 
 I explore these questions both at the individual and regional level using public 
opinion survey data collected by the European Values Study (EVS) in 2008.  
First, I examine how individuals with exclusive and inclusive regional identities are 
predisposed to Europe. I hypothesize that there is evidence of both types of regionalism in 
Europe, and that regional identitarians are not automatically predisposed towards integration. 
Individuals who reject national and European attachments are less likely to support 
integration. Second, I hypothesize that the type of region in which an individual resides 
affects how individual regional identity impacts on European attitudes. European regions 
differ greatly in ethno-cultural, linguistic, political, and economic distinctiveness. These 
regional differences are important determinants of the way in which a citizen perceives 
integration. I hypothesize that respondents from distinctive regions, particularly minority 
nations, are more supportive of Europe. Economic distinctiveness also exerts a positive effect 
on integration attitudes.  
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 I test these hypotheses using a multilevel model that takes into account the variation 
in integration support at the regional and the individual levels. I show that there is indeed 
variation at both levels, though individual level variation appears to be much more important. 
My analysis reveals that individuals with an exclusionary regional identity are more 
Eurosceptic, although I also find that more inclusive regionalism is not as pro-EU as we 
anticipate. Furthermore, in direct conflict with the more mainstream literature on minority 
nationalism, I show that citizens from distinctive regions are less supportive of integration. 
 The paper is structured in the following way. I identify three conceptualizations of 
regionalism and regional identity before defining the regional level in my analysis. Next, I 
explore the idea of regional distinctiveness, and introduce a measure for charting the various 
combinations of individual-level territorial identities in Europe. I then develop hypotheses 
and present results. I conclude by highlighting the implication of my empirical findings. 
 
4. 1 REGIONAL IDENTITY AND SUPPORT FOR INTEGRATION: CONCEPT AND 
MEASUREMENT 
 In the past decade, scholars of the EU have relied on social identity theory to explain 
individual support for integration. Social identity theory posits that there is a psychological 
link between individuals and the collective groups to which they belong. Social identity 
fosters a sense of mutual obligation between and loyalty toward members of the “in-group” 
as well as bias against the “out-group” (Tajfel 1981). Hence social identity presumes the 
simultaneous integration and division of individuals along socially constructed and mutually 
recognizable group lines (Tajfel 1982; Calhoun 1994; Brewer 1993, 1999; Brewer and 
Gardner 1996).  
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 Regional identity is a type of collective identity and is a key element in the 
construction of regions as social and political spaces and systems of action (Keating 1996, 
1998; Paasi 1986; Schrijver 2004). However, as Keating (1998: 85) points out, it is difficult 
to define precisely what this identity consists of, or how it affects collective action and 
politics. Part of the problem is that the concept of region is open to contestation (Olsson 
2010; Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel 2010). A region may be a territorial delineation of similar 
topographical characteristics, a group of people interested in their own well-being and 
autonomy, and an area of political and administrative activity (Karolewski 2007: 11; Keating 
1998). This lack of agreement on what constitutes a region presents a challenge to EU 
scholars striving to unpack the effects of regional identity on support for integration.  
 A further problem is that regionalism as a political ideology or movement 
encompasses such diverse phenomena from cultural self-governance over political 
decentralization to special status within a given national state to irredentism or separatism 
(Lynch 1996; Coombes 1991; Keating 1996, 1998; Rokkan and Urwin 1983). This is 
complicated by the fact that regionalist movements have historically been linked to just about 
every other ideology: extreme right to extreme left, centralist to peripheral, traditional to 
modern; and separatist to loyalist (Hebbert 1987). While this diversity in regionalist ideology 
across time and space makes it difficult to generalize the effects of regional identity on 
political attitudes and behavior, it does highlight the socially constructed nature of 
regionalism.  
 Regional identity does not exist in a political vacuum, but relies on political and 
social entrepreneurs to give it context and meaning (Keating 1998; Karolewski 2007; 
Schrijver 2004; Hale 2004). Unlike local identities that are rooted in individual contact and 
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personal experiences, regional identities are based on “imagined communities” (Anderson 
1983) that require citizens to relate to people whom they only know from second-hand 
experiences, through the media, political parties, or broader social institutions. To make these 
“imagined communities” meaningful spaces for collective action, regional elites are 
constantly engaged in a process of region-building that defines the character of that region 
and prescribes the norms of in-group/out-group relations. As Keating (1998: 87-8) points out, 
the new state order in Europe allows for the construction of alternative identities that weaken 
the prestige of the established states and provides opportunities for elites to project their 
regions into the international and European arenas. The extent to which regional identity is 
compatible with the idea of an integrated Europe relies on whether and how regional elites 
choose to frame integration as a beneficial process for their regional community. 
 A final challenge to studying regionalism is that the salience of regional identity is 
likely to vary across individuals as well as territorial units. As Citrin and Sides (2004) state, 
identifying as is not the same as identifying with. Most individuals belong to a number of 
social groups. Acknowledging that one is a citizen of her region does not necessarily mean 
that one similarly feels loyalty and attachment to the regional community. Social identities 
vary in their value and significance to the individual, which has implications for how the 
individual relates to “in-groups” and “out-groups” (Tajfel 1982; Risse 2010). In this sense, 
the objective identity of a region (one that is based in cultural, political, or economic 
distinctiveness) is not the same as an individual’s subjective regional identity, or the sense of 
loyalty and attachment she feels to her region (Paasi 1986). When attempting to explain the 
effects of regional identity on support for integration, it is important to account for this 
distinction between objective and subjective identity. For some individuals, the subjective 
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regional identity may take precedence over any objective vision of their regional community, 
and may condition support for integration in contradictory manner than the one endorsed by 
regional elites.  
 The analysis in this paper attempts to reconcile these problems by incorporating three 
different conceptualizations of regionalism into one theoretical framework: the 
territorial/spatial level of regionalism, the political, cultural, or economic distinctiveness of a 
region, and the individual-level regional identity. In doing so, it investigates the degree to 
which support for European integration can be explained at the subnational versus the 
individual levels; the difference in integration support across the different types of regions; 
and the extent of integration support across the various types of individual territorial 
identities.   
    
4.2 CONCEPTUALIZATION 1: THE TERRITORIAL DIMENSION OF 
REGIONALISM 
  While there is no clear scholarly consensus on precisely what constitutes a region, 
most political scientists agree that the term refers to the territorial unit located below the 
national level and above the local level. In the context of Europe, this delineation of 
territorial levels implies the presence of territorial administrations or governments. For a 
region to be a meaningful and effective space for political action, regional institutions must 
exist to provide elites with a focal point around which to construct regional identity and to 
pursue their political agenda. I follow Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel (2010) definition of 
region as an intermediate-level territory having a single, continuous, and non-intersecting 
boundary that is endowed with a capacity for authoritative decision-making. While this 
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definition is a minimal one, and does not speak to the region as an economic, social or 
cultural entity (Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel 2010: 4) it does help narrow down the empirical 
focus of this analysis.  
 One way to measure this territorial dimension is to rely on the NUTS (Nomenclature 
of Units for Territorial Statistics) coding scheme devised by the European Commission, (see 
Loughlin 2005). For each member country, Eurostat (the Directorate-General tasked with 
providing statistical information at the EU level) establishes a hierarchy of three NUTS 
levels, based on existing national administrative subdivisions. This reflects the fact that many 
EU member states have more than one subnational level that is significantly larger than the 
local level. The first level is the most encompassing, with populations ranging between 3 and 
7 million; the second level has a population roughly between 800,000 and 3 million; and the 
third level between 150,000 and 800,000.  
 The challenge to implementing the NUTS coding scheme in empirical analysis, 
(particularly when using a multilevel model), is identifying the most appropriate NUTS level 
that is most relevant for all cases. One of the problems with the NUTS scheme is that some 
member states classify what one traditionally thinks of as regions at the NUTS 1 level, while 
others classify it at the NUTS 2 level. Furthermore, the smaller EU member states lack a 
regional tier altogether, and are only coded at the NUTS 3 level, (with both Cyprus and 
Luxemburg being so small as to only have one overall administrative level). The goal is then 
to identify the most meaningful regional level for each EU member state, and to cluster 
respondents around this level in the statistical analysis. I rely on my own knowledge of the 
EU regions, as well as the Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel (2010) Regional Authority Index, to 
cluster respondents in the following way. In Belgium, Germany, and the UK, I group 
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respondents at the NUTS 1 level. Respondents from Austria, France, Greece, Italy, the 
Netherlands, Poland, Portugal, and Spain are grouped at the NUTS 2 level. The NUTS 3 
level is the most meaningful regional tier in Bulgaria, the Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, 
Finland, Hungary, Ireland, Latvia, Lithuania, Romania, Slovakia, Slovenia, and Sweden. 
Cyprus, Luxembourg, and Malta do not have a significant regional tier, although I do include 
a separate cluster for Northern Cyprus, which constitutes a minority nation in my analysis. 
This coding scheme results in 325 regional clusters in the analysis. 
 
4.3 CONCEPTUALIZATION 2: REGIONS AS POLITICALLY, CULTURALLY, 
AND ECONOMICALLY DISTINCTIVE SPACES 
 All European nations are endowed with a, more or less, strong national identity. 
However, not all regions have a distinct regional identity. Some regions may be associated 
with a certain ethnicity (Basque Country), language (Catalonia), political arrangement with 
the nation (Scotland), or economic situation (the Italian Northern regions), while others may 
lack a distinctive feature (Keating 1998). There is great variation in the salience and content 
of regional identity throughout Europe, and this depends on a plethora of specific and 
contingent factors (Karolewski 2007; Lynch 1996). Keating (1998: 109) explains that the 
“constitution of territorial systems varies greatly, depending on the coincidence of the 
various senses of region, and on political leadership and mobilization, as well as institutional 
structures.”  
 Keating (1998) broadly identifies three types of regions. The first are historic 
nationalities, such as Scotland, Wales, Catalonia, and Basque Country. These regions have a 
strong sense of culture and identity, their own civil institutions and networks, and often a 
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sense of economic regionalism. An extension of this category are regions that have a distinct 
linguistic or historical identity but lack nationalist aspirations, such as some of the French 
and Italian regions. The second type are regions that are primarily identified by their 
institutions, which elites use to build a political space and an effective system of action, (e.g., 
the western German Länder). Finally, the third group consists of administrative regions that 
lack a sense of common identity and do not correspond to regions in the other senses. These 
regions are more or less artificial creations, designed purely for administrative purposes, and 
are found in the Scandinavian countries, Ireland, and Portugal. To these three types, some 
scholars have added an economic dimension. Loughlin (2005), for example, argues that the 
administrative category can be subdivided into economic regions, those that carry out 
significant economic activities, and administrative/planning regions, which exist for the 
purposes of economic planning or gathering statistics. Guibernau (1999), on the other hand, 
distinguishes between historic nationalities and regions defined upon economic criteria.  
 It is highly likely that these regional differences translate into a diverse set of regional 
attitudes towards the EU and the integration process. Because regional identities are socially 
constructed and continuously redefined by political entrepreneurs, we should expect to see 
that support for integration is contingent on the extent to which regional elites see utility in 
EU membership and the opportunity structures afforded to the region to carry out its political 
agenda.  
 In the analysis below, I control for this variation by analyzing regional distinctiveness 
along two dimensions.  On the one hand, my analysis includes a “regional autonomy” 
dimension that distinguishes between 1) regions with a distinctive culture and nationalist 
aspirations, or minority nations; 2) regions with a distinctive culture but without nationalist 
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aspirations; and 3) regions without a distinctive culture. The logic behind this coding scheme 
is that minority nations are likely to have a different set of demands than culturally or 
politically distinctive regions. On the other hand, my analysis includes an “economic 
distinctiveness” dimension that distinguishes between 1) economically prosperous regions 
with a possibly welfare chauvinist identity and 2) economic laggards with a possible 
protectionist identity. In this way, I attempt to combine the scholarship on minority 
nationalism and economic distinctiveness into one theoretical framework, and highlight the 
fact that political and economic integration are two separate processes with their own distinct 
causal logics. 
 
4.3.1 The Regional Autonomy Dimension: Minority Nationalism and Regional 
Distinctiveness 
 Minority nations constitute the first group of regions in my analysis. While there is no 
scholarly or international agreement on what precisely constitutes minority nationalism, 
Olsson (2010) provides an excellent synopsis of the way the term has been used by both 
international organizations and in the political science literature. She writes that any 
definition of minority nationalist regions must include a “minority” and a “nationalism” 
component. The term applies to a community that constitutes a numerical minority within the 
central state and possesses ethnic, linguistic, or religious characteristics differing from the 
rest of the population.   
 Furthermore, following the works of Keating (1996) and Lynch (1996) the 
“nationalism” component implies a doctrine of self-determination, although one that has been 
modified in recent times to accommodate the changing function of the state in the newly 
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integrated Europe. While historically, minority nationalist claims have included secession, 
Keating (1996) argues that present-day minority nationalism is less concerned with 
separatism and more interested in greater regional autonomy (see also Moore 2000). He 
attributes this to the fact that the modern European state’s powers are challenged from 
multiple directions: from above, by global economic changes and continental integration; 
from below, by a reassertion of sub-state (regional) identities; and laterally, by the rise of 
new forms of collective identity and the advance of the market. This has had a profound 
effect on the strategy of sub-national actors. While previously minority nationalism faced the 
stark choice of assimilation into the state or separation, it is now presented with an array of 
new opportunities for mobilization both domestically and in the international realm. Moore 
(2000: 48) writes that, “Most minority nationalists do not seek to resurrect the traditional 
sovereign nation state on an even smaller scale.” Instead, they assert, or try to assert, the right 
of self-determination or autonomy, and then use their position as a bargaining tool vis-à-vis 
the state, especially to maintain cultural sovereignty.   
 A number of sources were consulted in deciding which regions fell into the minority 
nation and the distinctive region categories. For Western Europe, I relied primarily on 
Keating’s (1998) work on new regionalism, Olsson’s (2007) book chapter on politicized and 
non-politicized distinctive regions, and Fitjar’s (2009) article on the correlation between 
regional distinctiveness and strong regional identity. Of the three sources, my coding scheme 
is closest to Olsson’s, although as I point out below, there are some differences. For Eastern 
Europe, where the scholarship on regional distinctiveness is less developed, I focused 
primarily on the work by Kelley (2004), as well as my own fieldwork conducted in Hungary 
in the summer of 2007. 
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Table 4.1. Minority Nations and Distinctive Regions in Europe 
Country  Minority Nation Distinctive Region 
Austria  Burgenland  
  Kärnten (Corinthia) 
Belgium Flanders Région de Bruxelles-Capitale 
 Wallonia  
Bulgaria  Razgrad  
  Kardzhali Province 
Czech Republic  Jihomoravsky kraj (South Moravia 
Region) 
  Zlinsky kraj  
Denmark  Syddanmark 
Estonia  Põhja-Eesti  
   Kirde-Eesti  
Finland Pohjanmaa (Ostrobothnia)  Uusimaa 
 Aland (missing) Varsinais-Suomi (Finland Proper) 
  Etela-Pohjanmaa (Southern 
Ostrobothnia) 
  Keski-Pohjanmaa )Central 
Ostrobothina) 
  Pohjois-Pohjanmaa (Northern 
Ostrobothina) 
France Alsace Nord - Pas-de-Calais 
 Bretagne Lorraine 
 Corsica (missing) Aquitaine 
  Languedoc-Roussillon 
Germany Bavaria Saxony 
  Schleswig-Holstein 
Italy Trentino Piemonte 
 Südtyrol Valle d'Aosta 
 Friuli Liguria 
 Venezia Giulia Lombardia 
 Sardegna Sicilia 
 Veneto  
Latvia  Riga Region 
  Daugavpils 
Lithuania  Vilnius Region 
  Visaginas 
Netherlands  Friesland 
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Poland  Slaskie (Silesia) 
Romania Székelyföld Satu Mare  
  Salaj  
  Bihor  
Slovakia Nitra Region  Trnava Region 
Spain Galicia Comunidad Foral de Navarra 
 País Vasco (Basque Country) Comunidad Valenciana 
 Catalunya Illes Balears (Balearic Islands) 
 Canarias (Canary Islands)  
Sweden  Norrbotten lan  
UK Scotland  
 Wales  
 Northern Ireland  
N 23 40 
Population N 3,958 5,490 
Population % 10% 13% 
Source: European Values Study 2008 
  
 
 The center column in Table 1 shows the 23 European regions that fall into the 
minority nationalist category. All regions encompass minority populations that are either 
ethno-culturally, linguistically, or religiously distinct from the rest of the country, or some 
combination of all three. Each region also has a significant political movement (i.e., political 
party) that pushes for increased regional autonomy vis-à-vis the central state. Note that there 
is a great degree of variation in the demands of these political movements both across states 
and within states, and over time. For example, from the 1970s to 1990s, Flemish and 
Corsican regionalist parties had a strong secessionist component to their party platforms, 
while Walloon and Breton parties were more focused on securing economic or linguistic 
autonomy. Corsican regionalists have tempered the secessionist message, while separatism 
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remains strongly represented in the platforms of two Flemish parties (Dupoirier 2001; 
Maddens et al. 1998, 2000).  
 The left column in Table 1 shows the second group of interest in this analysis: the 40 
distinctive regions. Like minority nations, these regions have ethno-cultural, linguistic, or 
religious minorities, but, unlike minority nations, these regions have not produced significant 
autonomist movements. To the extent that they have regional parties, like in Valencia, the 
Balearic Islands, or Moravia, these parties do not challenge the integrity of central state 
power and lack nationalist aspirations.  
 My judgments differ sometimes from those of others. Olsson (2007) codes Piemonte, 
Liguria, and Lombardia as minority nations rather than distinctive regions, (and adds Emilia-
Romagna to the minority nations list), due to fact that their regional elites support the 
Padania movement. However, Padania is a relatively recent creation developed by the Lega 
Nord leader, Umberto Bossi, primarily in response to the economic disparities between the 
northern Italian regions and the Mezzogiorno, and so these regions fail to meet the criteria 
used here to distinguish minority nations.  
  Coding minority nations and distinctive regions in the Central and Eastern European 
Countries (CEEC), where subnational-level institutions remain relatively underdeveloped, 
raises several issues. The CEEC still exhibit highly centralized forms of governance that 
were left over from the communist period (Keating 2003; Hughes et al. 2003; see also 
Hooghe, Marks, and Schakel 2010). Regionalization has largely been motivated by the EU 
and the disbursement of structural funds, and not at the behest of regional elites. As a result, 
distinctive regions are less institutionalized in the CEEC than in the older member states. 
This is not to say that regional identities in the CEEC do not have a historical basis – simply, 
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they are likely to be less politicized (Keating 2003: 66). Therefore, it is plausible that support 
for integration is motivated by different (primarily functional) factors in the East than in the 
West.  
 A problem in the CEEC is how to categorize minority populations lacking a well-
defined home territory, such as the Russian communities in Estonia and Latvia (Kelley 
2004). These communities fall short of the status of historical nationalities, as they are not 
located on their ancestral territory. At the same time, given the complicated nature of Russian 
resettlement during the Soviet era, it is debatable to what extent these populations can be 
called immigrant communities (Sasse 2005). The fact that many Russians have had their 
citizenship status revoked in their homeland and have largely assimilated into the culture of 
their host state (Kelley 2004) challenges the traditional conception of minority nation (Sasse 
2005). Even if we are to accept that these populations constitute a distinctive community, we 
are still faced with the problems of how to code for regional distinctiveness, as these 
populations are dispersed across the host states. My solution for the Baltics cases is to code 
for distinctive regionalism in those NUTS 3 regions where there is a significant Russian 
minority populations.  
 We can think of regions in Europe as spanning the political autonomy dimension 
based on their level of distinctiveness. On the one end, we have minority nations with the 
most salient regional identity and strongest autonomist movements. In the middle are 
distinctive regions that, although keen on regional representation on the EU level, generally 
do not have a conflicting relationship with the central state. On the other end are non-
distinctive regions with no discernable regional identity; they can be construed as purely 
administrative.  
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 There a number of ways in which a distinctive regional identity can influence support 
for integration. The EU, as a system of multilevel governance, has created new structural 
opportunities for regional actors to acquire greater competencies vis-à-vis the central state 
(Hooghe and Marks 2001; Marks et al. 1996; Jeffery 1997; Keating 1998; Marks and Wilson 
2000; Cowles et al. 2001). This increased importance of the regional level in policy-making 
can also be attributed to the dual relationship between European integration and devolution, 
where regions use EU institutions as channels into the European arena, and the EU uses 
regions in pursuit of its own policy objectives (Keating 1998: 164). Regions can influence 
EU policy by opening up regional offices in Brussels and lobbying EU institutions to achieve 
their agenda. Marks et al. (1996) find a strong correlation between regional distinctiveness 
and the presence of a Brussels office, which they attribute to conflicting regional versus 
national demands.  Another EU resource is the Committee of Regions, which despite being 
largely symbolic has given regions some consultative power. The members of the Committee 
speak for regional and local governments that implement EU policies, thus European 
decision-makers find it difficult to ignore regional concerns. Additionally, some members of 
the Committee, such as those of Belgium, Germany, and Spain, are in a position to pressure 
their national governments directly through the Council of Ministers or in their national arena 
(Hooghe and Marks 1996). As a result, we can hypothesize that support for integration 
should be higher in distinctive regions, as their regional elites have the most to gain by 
participating in the integration process.  
 
Hypothesis 1: Support for European integration is higher in distinctive regions than in non-
distinctive regions.  
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 Minority nations are engaged in a contentious relationship with the central state.  For 
these regions, not only does the EU provide an arena for voicing their concerns, but it also 
provides a political space where states can be challenged and circumvented (Keating 1996, 
1998; Keating and Hooghe 2001; Fleurke and Willemse 2006). By appealing directly to the 
EU level, minority nations can encourage EU institutions to exert adaptational pressures on 
domestic governments, and hence foster domestic change from above (Börzel and Risse 
2000; Longo 2003). Transformation occurs through institutional change driven by new forms 
of relations and interactions among central and periphery actors (Gualini 2003: 619). 
Minority nationalists should also be more supportive of the EU due to the economic 
opportunities afforded to regions as a result of economic integration and globalization. 
Ohmae (1995) claims that the functional imperatives of economic restructuring at the global 
level are breaking down nation-states in favor of trading “regional states.” The single 
European market reduces the economic penalty for regional political autonomy because 
regional firms continue to have access to the European market (Marks and Wilson 2000, 
438). National minority regions are now capable of creating their own international alliances 
and are no longer solely dependent on the state for economic support. 
 The EU considers itself to be a champion of minority rights, granting protection to 
regional and lesser-used languages. The 1981 Arfé Resolution adopted by the European 
Parliament called for a charter of regional languages, resulting in the creation of a European 
Bureau for Lesser Used Languages (Laitin 2001: 98). By 1983, policies protecting language 
minorities became a recurring item in the EU budget. In this way, European integration has 
helped strengthened minority nationalist identity, while simultaneously protecting it. 
Additionally, the EU provides minority nations with opportunities to coordinate their 
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strategies. Prior to the World War II era, the logic of conflict for ethnoterritorial regions was 
bipolar, pitting the region against the state (Llamazares and Marks 2006). Regions like the 
Basque Country, that straddled national borders, developed along different lines in each 
country, and were prevented by national governments from forming alliances between 
subnational actors located in other states. European integration has removed these barriers for 
regional communication and coordination. Keating (1998) argues that these developments 
have led to a shift in minority nationalist attitudes towards the EU. While in the past minority 
nations have opposed integration on the grounds that it leads to further loss of democratic 
control and a more remote government, present day minority nationalists see Europe as a 
source of support for minority cultures and languages that are threatened by the central state.  
 
Hypothesis 2: Support for integration should be greater in minority nations than in distinctive 
regions without nationalist aspirations.  
 
 While the majority of the literature agrees that distinctive regions are more supportive 
of integration, we should approach the regions-EU relationship with caution. Both Börzel 
(1999) and Bourne (2003) argue that Europeanization actually dis-empowers the Spanish 
regions by leading to the transfer of domestic competencies to the European level. 
Consequently, distinctive Spanish regions have lost some of their autonomous jurisdiction 
that they initially gained under 1978 Constitution. Other scholars highlight the fact that there 
is currently a sense of disenchantment with the EU amongst minority nationalist movements 
(Nagel 2004; Elias 2008; Jeffery 2000; Hooghe 1995; Hepburn 2007). While subnational 
actors have been granted access to the European decision-making process, these are not 
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always available to minority nationalist parties or their scope of influence is very limited. 
Hepburn (2007) argues that this has led some minority nationalist parties to take a more 
Eurosceptic position. Jeffery (2000) points out that present theories of the EU-regions 
relationship overstate regional capacities to reach beyond the central state, and ignore the fact 
that much of the region’s renewed influence is carried out through the central state.  
 So far the discussion of support for integration has focused on regional elites’ 
attitudes, rather than on those of the regional publics. Yet it is quite possible that these 
attitudes do not always align. Studies of elite versus public opinion in the EU have shown 
that the public is generally more Eurosceptic (Hooghe, 2003), and there is no reason to 
assume that the relationship would not hold in distinctive regions.  Several recent pubic 
opinion studies that have analyzed the relationship between minority nationalism and support 
for Europe have returned mixed results. Brigevich (forthcoming) has found that in Spain, 
minority nationalists in Basque Country are much less likely to feel attached to Europe. In a 
cross-national analysis of regional support for integration, Olsson (2007) finds that 
respondents from regions with a politicized minority movement are more likely to support 
the EU than respondents from non-distinctive regions. Yet, she also finds that respondents 
from regions with a non-politicized regional minority are less likely to support the EU.  
 
4.3.2 The Economic Distinctiveness Dimension: Economic “Overachievers” and 
“Laggards” 
 The dual forces of globalization and Europeanization have heightened the importance 
of regional economic policy and have mobilized regional elites (Jolly 2007). However, not 
all European regions are equally well equipped to compete; they vary in their extent of 
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economic resources and prosperity levels. There are then reasons to expect economic 
distinctiveness to motivate variation in attachment to Europe and attitudes towards European 
integration. 
 In the present-day internationalizing order, states are no longer able to control their 
spatial economies (Ohmae 1995). Conventional territorial management has been undermined 
by the decreased capacity of national states to deliver economic, political, and social goods 
(Ohmae 1995; Keating 1996). To stay competitive states have had to devolve power to the 
regional and local levels (Bachtler 1993; Trigilia 1996; Amin Ash 1999). Keating points out 
that, “There is a growing appreciation of the importance of local and regional factors in 
fostering conditions for attracting capital and stimulating entrepreneurship…In the face of 
continental and global restructuring and the run-down of national anti-disparity policies, 
subnational governments and political movements have sought new means of intervention 
and economic stimulus” (Keating 1996: 38-9). As a result, it is generally assumed that 
regionalists are more supportive of integration because it brings the regional level to the 
forefront of economic competition and provides new political opportunities to affect the 
policy-making process. However, it is likely that the motivation behind supporting 
integration varies among the different types of economic regions. Furthermore, as the 
discussion on distinctive regions above shows, we should be careful to not overstate the 
positive attitude that regionalists have towards the EU.  
 Broadly speaking, we can identify two types of economically distinctive regions: the 
economic “overachievers” and the economic “laggards.” Overachievers are those regions 
whose economic performance ranks well above the national average in terms of GDP per 
capita, attractiveness of investment opportunities, and overall economic performance (e.g., 
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Bavaria, the northern Italian regions). The laggards are regions characterized by low 
economic growth and GDP per capita, and find it difficult to remain competitive in the new 
globalized economic order, relying primarily on subsidies from the central state and from the 
EU (e.g., Corsica, Sicily, and Andalucía). This distinction is based on how the region 
compares to the national average, and not to the rest of the EU as a whole.  
 The dominant expectation in the literature is that economic distinctiveness leads to 
positive attitudes towards the EU. Richer regions are predisposed to support European 
integration because they benefit from the open and highly competitive climate of the single 
market, and poorer regions because they are recipients of structural funds (Guibernau 1999). 
However, some scholars have argued that richer regions may engage in welfare chauvinism 
to protest structural fund subsidies to poorer regions, and poorer regions may be protectionist 
because the single market facilitates capital exit and “alien competition” and “over-
foreignization” (Karolewski 2007). Hence, regional economic distinctiveness may be 
associated with greater Euroscepticism. In this paper, I follow the mainstream position that 
economic distinctiveness is associated with greater support for integration. 
 
Hypothesis 3: Economic regional distinctiveness results in greater support for integration, 
both in the wealthier and the poorer regions.  
 
 To measure economic distinctiveness, I rely on a measure developed by Fitjar (2009), 
called the “unevenness index”. The index is computed as a function of the absolute 
difference from 1 of the relative GDP per capita of the region (GDPR pc) as compared to the 
GDP per capita of the state (GDP pc). I modify Fitjar’s measure by allowing the index to take 
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on both positive and negative values, as I am interested not only in economic unevenness but 
the direction of that unevenness:  
 
Economic Distinctiveness = (GDPR pc / GDP pc) - 1 
 
Larger and positive index scores indicate more wealthy distinctive regions, while larger and 
negative index scores indicate more impoverished distinctive regions. I include the economic 
distinctiveness variable in the analysis, along with the variable economic distinctiveness2, as I 
expect a curvilinear relationship between economic identity and support for integration. 26 
All GDP data is taken from the Eurostat website for the year 2008. 
 
4.4 CONCEPTUALIZATION 3: INDIVIDUAL REGIONAL IDENTITY 
 The discussion above reveals that there are indeed a number of different types of 
regions, and these types condition support for integration in distinct ways. At the same time, 
it is also important to keep in mind that the salience of territorial identities is subject to 
variation across individuals. For some, regional identity may be of utmost importance, 
evoking a great degree of attachment and loyalty to the region and its inhabitants. This is 
more likely to be case in the historical nationalities, where regional elites place the identity 
                                                 
26 In preliminary analyses, I developed an additional categorical measure for economic distinctiveness. For 
each EU member state I computed the country-wide GDP per capita mean and standard deviation. Next, I 
identified those regions whose GDP per capita was one standard deviation above the national average (the 
economic overachievers) and those with one standard deviation below the national average (the economic 
laggards). I included a separate category for capital regions with extremely high GDP per capita, as the 
motivation for integration support is likely to differ in these regions than in non-capital overachiever regions. 
The result of this coding scheme was 13 capital regions, 23 economic overachievers, and 34 economic laggards. 
Both measures of economic distinctiveness were then employed in the statistical analysis, and returned largely 
similar results. Because the categorical measure is more subjective – it requires that I impose a somewhat 
arbitrary cut-off point at the first standard deviation -- I opted to include the continuous “unevenness” measure 
in the analysis here.  
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issue in the forefront of the political debate (Keating 1996, 1998; Brigevich, forthcoming, 
Moreno 1986, 2006). At the same time, regional identity may not be salient for all 
individuals, particularly those living in administrative regions that lack a distinctive regional 
identity. Even in historic nationalities like Catalonia, Basque Country, Corsica and Brittany, 
there is a good deal of variation amongst those individuals who self-identify as regionalists 
and those that claim to feel only national attachments (Brigevich forthcoming, chapter 3 of 
this dissertation; Moreno et al. 1998; Rosie and Bond 2008; Llamazares and Reinares 1999). 
The presence or absence of regional attachment is likely to impact support for integration in 
distinct ways, although also important is how that regional identity is combined with other 
territorial identities. 
 Most individuals hold multiple identities (Hermann and Brewer 2004; Hooghe and 
Marks 2005; Citrin and Sides 2004; Diez Medrano and Gutierrez, 2001; Risse 2010; Moreno 
1986, 2006; Marks, 1999; Martínez-Herrera, 2002; Llamazares and Marks, 2006; Llamazares 
and Reinares, 1999; Berg 2007; Brigevich 2011 and forthcoming). They may be 
simultaneously attached to the local, regional, national, and European levels, or some 
combination of the four. Other individuals may only identify with one of these levels, 
exhibiting an exclusive identity. The scholarship on territorial identity has consistently shown 
that the way individuals reconcile these multiple identities conditions support for European 
integration.  
 Studies of the relationship between national and European identities reveal that 
individuals with exclusive attachment to the nation (exclusive nationalists) are less likely to 
support integration, while those that are attached to both the national and European levels 
simultaneously (inclusive identitarians) are more supportive (Hooghe and Marks 2005; Citrin 
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and Sides 2004; Carey 2002; McLaren 2002, 2006). According to Carey (2002), the stronger 
the bond that an individual feels towards the nation, the less likely that the individual will 
approve of measures that decrease national influence over economics and politics. This leads 
to a relationship where a strong national identity reduces support for European integration. 
McLaren (2002) shows that exclusive national identity and anti-Europeanism tend to 
reinforce one another for the subgroup of individuals who care deeply about the preservation 
of their national culture. Several studies that evaluate this relationship at the regional level in 
Spain and France have also shown that exclusive regionalists, individuals with solely 
regional attachments, are even more Eurosceptic than exclusive nationalists (Brigevich 
forthcoming, chapter 3 of this dissertation).   
 There are a number of reasons for why individuals with an exclusive regional identity 
should be more hostile to the idea of Europe than exclusive nationalists. While economic 
integration provides the region with the opportunity to be a powerful and independent 
economic actor, it also opens up the potential for an influx of foreign capital and labor, and 
undermines national sovereignty (Hooghe and Marks, 2008b). This increased labor mobility, 
particularly in the form of immigrants from outside Western Europe, threatens the cultural 
homogeneity of the region (Jolly, 2007). Hence, if like exclusive nationalists, exclusive 
regionalists are concerned with the protection of regional culture, then they are likely to view 
this new labor as both a cultural threat that dilutes the content of their regional identity and 
an economic threat that redistributes their resources from the in-group to the out-group. 
 In fact, we should expect to see that exclusive regionalists are even more hostile to 
integration than exclusive nationalists because this type of regional identity is closely 
associated with parochialism (Keating, 1998; Berg, 2007). Parochial practices are 
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characterized by refusing to cooperate or trade with outsiders because this lowers the returns 
to members of parochial networks (Bowles and Gintis, 2004: 5). With the growing 
heterogeneity and multiplicity of identities in an ever-enlarging EU, regionalists may fail to 
see their preferences addressed or realized at the EU level (Karolewski, 2007: 27-8), and may 
wish to protect their parochial networks from EU encroachment.  
 While some individuals find it difficult to reconcile their regional identities with other 
higher-order attachments, they are a marginal group. For most European citizens, feelings of 
strong regional identification in one political context do not necessarily interfere with 
feelings of national identification in another context. This has been born out in public opinion 
studies of national and regional identity in Spain and the United Kingdom, both states with 
fairly autonomous regions and significant minority nationalist movements. Moreno (2006), 
who has greatly contributed to the study of dual identity in Europe, argues that citizens in 
sub-state minority nations or regions incorporate, in variable proportions, both the 
ethnoterritorial (regional) identity and the state (national) identity. Moreno (2006: 2) writes 
that, “As a result of this, citizens share their institutional loyalties at both levels of political 
legitimacy without any apparent fracture between them.”  
 On the whole, regionalists with an inclusive identity are expected to have a positive 
perception of European integration. Integration has led to the increasingly important role 
given to the region in the context of a globalized international market economy and the 
multilevel governance regimes of Europe. Inclusive regionalists understand that integration 
creates important opportunities for individuals at sub-national, national, and supranational 
levels and are easily able to negotiate their dual or multiple identities. The fact that they can 
hold two or more identities simultaneously shows that they are more outward looking, more 
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accepting of other (European) cultures, and more likely to support integration than both 
exclusive regionalists and exclusive nationalists. 
 
Hypothesis 4: Exclusive regionalists are less likely to support integration than individuals 
with an inclusive identity and exclusive nationalists.  
 
 How can we capture exclusive and inclusive regionalism in a statistical analysis of 
public opinion? In this analysis, I use the territorial identity configurations (TIC) approach to 
measuring territorial identity (Brigevich forthcoming; chapter 3 of this dissertation; see also 
Berg 2007; Marks 1999). The TIC measure is constructed by combining into an index survey 
questions that ask about a respondent’s subnational, national, and, supranational attachments. 
The index simultaneously captures the strength of each of these territorial attachments and 
the way that they fit together. As I argue above, respondents with an exclusive regional 
identity are assumed to have strong attachments to subnational levels, but to eschew higher-
level attachment (i.e., national or European). Inclusive regionalists combine their regional 
attachments with other higher-level attachments. Indeed, this measure is quite similar to the 
standard Eurobarometer question that asks respondents whether they feel more attached to 
their country or to Europe, or the Moreno-style question that asks about the relationship 
between a respondent’s regional and national identities.  
 To construct the TIC measure using the EVS 2008 dataset, I rely on two questions 
that ask respondents: “Which of these geographical groups would you say you belong to first 
of all? And secondly?” Respondents are allowed to choose two groups from a list of options 
that include the locality or town where they live, their region, their country, Europe, and t 
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Table 4.2. Distribution of Sample Across Territorial Identity Configurations  
TIC Category  First Response/Second 
Response 
N Percent 
Lower-Level Identitarians    
Exclusive Regionalists local/local 27  
 local/regional 7215  
 regional/local 2003  
 regional/regional 7  
Total  9252 22.9% 
Lower - Middle Identitarians    
Local -National Identitarians local/national 9173  
 national/local 5883  
 national/national 6  
Sub-Total  15,062 37.3% 
Regional-National Identitarians/ regional/national 3232  
Inclusive Regionalists national/regional 3103  
Sub-Total  6335 15.7% 
Total  21,397 53.0% 
Lower - Upper Identitarians    
Local-Supranational Identitarians local/europe 673  
 europe/local 261  
 local/world 546  
 world/local 399  
Sub-Total  1879 4.7% 
Regional-Supranational 
Identitarians 
region/europe 388  
Inclusive Regionalists europe/region 227  
 region/world 194  
 world/region 188  
Sub-Total  997 2.5% 
Total  2876 7.1% 
Middle - Upper Identitarians    
National-Supranational Identitarians national/europe 2870  
 europe/national 811  
 national/world 1018  
 world/national 651  
Total  5350 13.3% 
Higher-Level Identitarians    
Cosmopolitans europe/europe 3  
 europe/world 315  
 126 
 world/europe 531  
 world/world 7  
Total  856 2.1% 
Ambiguous Identitarians    
Ambiguous 1, but not 2 dk/local 4  
 dk/regional 4  
 dk/national 8  
 dk/europe 5  
 dk/world 3  
Sub-Total  24 0.06% 
Ambiguous 2, but not 1 local/dk 151  
 regional/dk 78  
 national/dk 175  
 europe/dk 13  
 world/dk 70  
Sub-Total  487 1.2% 
Don't Know Both dk/dk 99 0.24% 
Total  610 1.5% 
Overall Total  40,341  
Source: European Values Study 2008 
 
 
world as a whole. These two answers are then combined to form eight different territorial 
configurations, or territorial categories, based on whether the responses are lower-order 
(subnational), middle-order (national), or higher-order (supranational).  
 One possible problem with these two survey questions is that they allow the 
“European attachment” option in the two responses. This has the potential, from the outset, to 
bias the impact of territorial identity in favor of support for integration for those individuals 
who answer that they feel “European” first or second. Since European attachment and 
support for integration are expected to be highly correlated, this would imply that European 
identitarians are already more supportive of Europe. Removing these individuals from the 
sample is not possible, since roughly 23% of the respondents in this survey claim a primary 
or a secondary attachment to Europe. However, although some studies treat European 
 127 
attachment and support for integration as interchangeable concepts (Bruter 2003), there is 
reason to believe that the two are not synonymous (Diez Medrano and Gutierrez 2001). An 
individual may feel a strong attachment to Europe, but not to the EU – and vice versa (Risse 
2008). To illustrate this point, I look at the correlation between the two concepts using the 
2003 International Social Survey Programme (ISSP) data. The ISSP survey was carried out 
in Germany, Austria, the UK, Hungary, Ireland, Sweden, Czech Republic, Slovenia, Poland, 
Bulgaria, Spain, Latvia, Slovak Republic, France, Portugal, Denmark and Finland. One 
question asked respondents how closely they felt to Europe, while a second question asked 
whether they thought the EU should have more power than the national governments of 
member states. Surprisingly, the Pearson correlation coefficient between the two questions is 
only .07. This gives me confidence that the two concepts are indeed distinct, and that 
including the European level in the construction of the TIC will not significantly bias the 
results. These territorial identity configurations are shown in Table 2.   
 The first group of respondents is those with only lower-order attachments. This group 
comprises 23% of the overall sample, and can be further subdivided into four types of 
respondents: those who answer local first and region second (78%); region first and local 
second (21.6%); local first and local second 0.3%; and region first and second (0.1%).   
 The second and third groups, when taken together form the majority (53%) of the 
sample’s respondents. As one might expect, they point to the fact that most individuals have 
a combination of subnational and national identities. The second group, the local-national 
identitarians (37.3% of the sample), is comprised of local/national (60.9%), national/local 
(39.1) and national/national (.004%) identitarians. The third group is the regional-national 
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identitarians (18% of sample), and consists of regional/national (51%) and national/regional 
(49%) identitarians.  
 The fourth and fifth groups are the lower- and higher- order identitarians, comprising 
7% of the sample total. The fourth group, the local-supranational identitarians (4.7% of 
sample), captures the local/Europe (35.8%), local/world (29.1%), world/local (21.2%), and 
Europe/local (13.9%) identitarians. The fifth group, the regional-supranational identitarians 
(2.5% of sample), encompasses the region/Europe (38.9%), Europe/region (22.8%), 
region/world (19.5%) and the world/region (18.9%) identitarians. The sixth group is 
comprised of the middle- and higher- order identitarians. These national-supranational 
identitarians (13.3% of the sample), are made up of nation/Europe (53.6%), nation/world 
(19%), Europe/nation (15.2%), and world/nation (12.2%) identitarians.  
 The seventh group of respondents has only higher-order attachments, and is 
conventionally referred to as the cosmopolitans. Only two percent of the sample, this group is 
comprised of the world/Europe identitarians (62%); Europe/world identitarians (37%); 
world/world identitarians (0.8%); and the Europe/Europe identitarians (0.4%). 
 Finally, the last group, the ambiguous identitarians (1.5% of sample), is reserved for 
respondents who answered “don’t know” to either of the two questions. A large portion of 
this group (79.8%) is made up of respondents who did not know which group they belonged 
to second of all, followed by those that knew neither the first nor the second group (16.2%), 
and those that did not know the first group to which they belonged (3.9%).  
 These eight territorial identity categories can now be sorted into four groups based on 
the way that regional identity is combined with other identities. The first groups are the 
lower-level identitarians, who are treated as the exclusive regionalists based on the fact that 
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they lack a national or supranational identity. I expect that support for integration is lowest 
among this group of respondents than any other group. The second group is the inclusive 
regionalists, who combine a regional identity with a national or supranational identity: the 
regional-national identitarians and the regional-supranational identitarians. While I expect 
that integration support should be higher for this group than the first group, I keep the 
regional-national and regional-supranational identitarians as distinct categories in the 
empirical analysis. The logic behind this is that the “European” and “world” components in 
the regional-supranational group suggest that these individuals have more cosmopolitan 
identities, and should support integration more than the regional-national identitarians. The 
third broad group is composed of the non-regionalists: the local-national, local-supranational, 
national-supranational, and cosmopolitan identitarians. As in the previous case, I keep these 
as separate categories in the analysis. The local-national identitarians are expected to be the 
least supportive of integration. The local-supranational and national-supranational should 
have more or less comparable levels of integration support. The respondents who fall into the 
cosmopolitan category identify with the broadest possible territorial categories. As such, they 
are assumed to be the most inclusive of the bunch, and therefore the most supportive of 
European integration. The final broad group is the ambiguous identitarians. Because these 
individuals appear to be confused about some elements of their territorial identity, I expect 
that they are not extraordinarily inclusionary or exclusionary, and should have average levels 
of support for integration. 
 Table 3 shows the distribution of respondents from the eight territorial identity 
categories across minority nations, distinctive regions, and non-distinctive regions. 
Somewhat surprisingly, there is a similar distribution of respondent from each territory 
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across the three region types. One expects that the proportion of both exclusive and inclusive 
regionalists should be higher in minority nations and distinctive regions, where regional 
identity is more salient. While that is marginally true for minority nations, the difference in 
proportion is still fairly small. However, the data is aggregated at the European level, and 
further lines of inquiry might want to explore the extent to which these distributions vary by 
country and by region.  
 
Table 4.3. Distribution of Identity Types across Types of Region, % 
 Minority 
Nation 
Distinctive 
Region 
Non-Distinctive 
Region 
Exclusive Regionalist 27.39 20.38 22.85 
Local-National Identitarian 27.57 36.52 38.74 
Regional-National Identitarian 20.43 16.66 14.95 
Local-Supranational 
Identitarian 
5.11 5.51 4.44 
Regional-Supranational 
Identitarian 
4.55 2.27 2.24 
National-Supranational 
Identitarian 
10.71 14.54 13.33 
Cosmopolitan 2.36 2.43 2.02 
Ambiguous Identitarian 1.88 1.7 1.43 
    
N 3982 5427 30,934 
Source: 2008 European Values Study    
 
4.5 DATA, METHOD, AND OPERATIONALIZATION 
 To test the hypotheses, I rely on individual-level survey data collected in 2008 by the 
European Values Study in the 27 EU member states. The survey sample has 40,965 
respondents, with a median country response rate around 1,500. The primary territorial level 
of interest is the NUTS 1, 2 or 3 regional level identified earlier in second section. There are 
325 regions represented in the analysis. The minimum number of respondents per regional 
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cluster is 1, while the maximum is 865. The average number of respondents across 325 
regions is 64.  
 The data used in this analysis are hierarchical in nature, consisting of multiple nested 
units. As a result, a multilevel model is used to estimate support for integration at both the 
regional level and at the individual level. Proponents of multilevel models argue that classical 
regression analysis treats differences between and within these nested clusters as a nuisance, 
rather than important information (Rabe-Hesketh and Skrondal 2005; Steenbergen and Jones 
2002). Multilevel models, on the other hand, attempt to explain variation on the dependent 
variable by including information from all relevant levels in one model, without assuming a 
single level of analysis (Steenbergen and Jones 2002). The crux of my argument is that 
support for integration is likely to vary both across regions and individuals. The data are 
collected at the individual level, but these individuals reside within regions with a distinctive 
context that may (or may not) affect individual-level attributes differently.   
 Support for or opposition to integration can be operationalized using a number of 
different measures (see Brinegar and Jolly 2004). The EVS survey does not include a 
question that explicitly asks about integration. Instead, I construct an EU Support Scale that 
combines a respondent’s answers to seven EU-related questions. The first five questions ask 
respondents how much they personally fear the building of the EU because of 1) Loss of 
social security; 2) Loss of national identity and culture; 3) Our country paying more and 
more into the EU; 4) A loss of power in the world for our country; 5) The loss of jobs in the 
country. The response option range from 1 = very afraid to 10 = not afraid at all. For each 
respondent, I take the average of these 5 items, and construct a EU Fear Scale, which forms 
one of the three components of the EU Support Scale. The second component is a question 
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that asks respondents how much confidence they have in the EU, with 1 = none at all and 4 = 
a great deal. The third component is a question that asks respondents whether they feel that 
enlargement has gone too far (=1) or whether it should go further (=10). Because the three 
component questions are on two different scales, I standardize each variable to have a mean 
of 0, and take the average of the three variables to form the EU Support Scale. The scale 
ranges from a minimum value of -1.58 to a maximum value of 1.93.27  
 My key independent variable is the individual-level territorial identity configurations 
measure described above. The measure is a series of eight categorical variables. Because I 
am primarily concerned with the difference between exclusive and inclusive regionalists, I 
use the lower-level identitarians as the baseline category. To assess the impact of regional 
distinctiveness, I include a dummy variable for minority nations and for distinctive regions. 
Economic distinctiveness is operationalized via the measure outlined in the second section. 
Additionally, I include an interaction effect between minority nations and economic 
distinctiveness. The logic behind this is support for integration should be doubly strong for 
minority nationalists for wealthier regions, as they profit both politically and economically 
from European integration.28 
                                                 
27 To assess how well these seven survey questions form a single scale measuring the same concept, I look at 
their Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient. The coefficient is .8272, indicating that the questions do a generally good 
job of capturing one concept. Furthermore, I conduct a factor analysis to check whether the three EU Support 
Scale components were capturing one latent concept. All three components were found to load on only one 
factor with an eigen value of 1.56015. The individual rotated factor loadings were .7231 for fear of the EU, 
.6995 for confidence in the EU, and .7403 for preference for further enlargement. 
 
28 In the preliminary analysis I also explored the possibility of including an interaction effect for exclusive 
regionalists living in minority nations, with the expectation that residing in a minority nation might temper the 
anti-European effect generated by parochialism. Surprisingly, exclusive regionalists in minority nations 
averaged -0.145 on the EU support scale, while exclusive regionalists elsewhere averaged -0.112, However, this 
difference in means was not found to be statistically significant, and the interaction effect was subsequently 
dropped from the analysis.   
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 My model also includes a number of control variables. An alternative explanation, 
proposed by Anderson (1998), is that individuals use their feelings about their own 
governments to form opinions about integration. Most citizens have only poor working 
knowledge of the EU and its institutions. Instead, they are likely to use information about 
something they know well (their own governments) to formulate opinions about something 
they know less well (integration). Previous research has shown that respondents who feel 
satisfied with the their country and their country’s democracy are more likely to support the 
EU institutions and their country’s participation in them (Anderson 1998; Gabel 1998). To 
measure the “proxy” hypothesis, I include a measure for how much confidence a respondent 
feels in their government (proxy argument).   
 Utilitarian accounts of public opinion have found that individuals who are more likely 
to benefit economically from integration are likely to be more supportive of the process 
(Gabel 1998, McLaren 2006; Fligstein 2008). The literature identifies the traditional winners 
of integration as better educated, wealthier, and younger (McLaren 2006, Fligstein 2008). 
Therefore, this analysis controls for levels of education, levels of income, and age. 
Individuals who have encountered extensive unemployment may be more likely to associate 
that unemployment with the effects of economic integration, and are expected to support the 
EU less. Women have also been typically indentified as the “losers” of market liberalization, 
and are less likely to support integration. Furthermore, the cognitive mobilization hypothesis 
(see Gabel 1998; Inglehart 1970), posits that individuals who are more interested in politics 
and more in tune to the news are more familiar with the concept of integration, and are likely 
to fear it less. Finally, I include a variable for left-right self-placement, as left-wing ideology 
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has been associated with a rejection of the neo-liberal policies of the EU. Table A in 
Appendix Three shows the descriptive statistics for the variables in this analysis.  
    
4.6 EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS 
 Before analyzing the determinants of integration support, I first want to see whether 
there is significant variation in support across individual and regional levels. If there is 
negligible variation at the regional level, then regular regression is more appropriate to use 
than a multilevel model. To test for this variation, I conduct an analysis of variance 
(ANOVA) on my dependent variable --- the EU Support Scale. Table 4 shows the maximum 
likelihood estimates of the overall mean and variance components. The average level of 
support for integration across regions, reflected in the fixed constant term, is .021. The 
variance component corresponding to the random intercept, or the regional level, is .111. 
Because this estimate is substantially larger than its standard error, there appears to be 
significant variation in the regional average of integration support. The two variance 
components can be used to partition the variance across the regional and individual levels. In 
this way, we can get a better understanding of the relative importance of the two levels in the 
analysis (Snijders and Bosker 1999). The intraclass correlation coefficient (the variance 
component for the regional level) is equal to (.111)/(.111+.452) = .1972 This indicates that 
roughly 20% of the variance in support for integration is captured at the regional level. This 
means that roughly 80% of the variance is captured at the individual level, (.462)/(.111+.452) 
= .8028.    
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Table 4.4. ANOVA 
  Estimates [95% Conf. Interval] 
Fixed Effects Constant .021 -.017 .059 
 (.02)   
Variance Components    
Regional Level .111 .093 .133 
 (.010)   
Individual Level .452 .445 .459 
 (.004)   
    
-2 X log likelihood 64294.984     
Note: Table entries are maximum likelihood estimates with estimated standard errors in parentheses. 
 
 
 
 
 The analysis of variance indicates that there is significant variation at both the 
individual and regional levels, and we can now proceed to analyzing the full model. How 
well does the full model account for the variance in integration support? The maximum 
likelihood estimates of the fixed effects and the variance components of the multilevel model 
are shown in Table 5. When I compare these results to the null model in Table 4, I find a 
significant improvement over the null model. The chi-squared coefficient of 2261.64 and the 
p < .01 indicate that at least some of the predictors in the full model have effects that are 
statistically significant from 0. Next, I calculate the relative change in the variance 
components from the null model to the fully specified model to see how powerful the 
individual and regional level predictors are in explaining support for integration. The 
individual level variance components explain about 17 percent of the individual variance in 
support for integration, ((.452-.376)/.452))*100. The regional level variance components 
explain about 18 percent of the cross-regional variance in integration support, ((.111-
.131)/.111))*-100.  
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Table 4.5. Determinants of Support for European Integration (multilevel analysis) 
 Estimates Standard  
Predictors  Errors 
Fixed Effects   
Constant -.769** .038 
   
Individual Identity Variables   
Exclusive Regionalist (Omitted)   
Local-National Identitarian .048** .012 
Regional-National Identitarian -.002 .014 
Local-Supranational Identitarian .280** .022 
Regional-Supranational Identitarian .260** .027 
National-Supranational Identitarian .241** .015 
Cosmopolitan .463** .029 
Ambiguous Identitarian  .018 .047 
Regional Distinctiveness Variables   
Minority Nation -.059 .089 
Distinctive Region -.133* .065 
Economic Distinctiveness -.096 .071 
Economic Distinctiveness2 -.007 .006 
Minority Nation X Eco. Distinct. .529** .167 
Additional Variables   
Proxy Argument .241** .006 
Education .065** .004 
Income .010** .003 
Age -.001** .000 
Unemployed -.031** .012 
Male .035** .009 
Cognitive Mobilization .017** .004 
Left-Right Self-Placement -.007** .002 
   
Variance Components   
Regional Level .131 .012 
Individual Level .376 .004 
-2 X Log Likelihood 39319.44  
N 20,667  
Note: Table entries are maximum likelihood estimates with standard errors. **p< 0.01 level, *p< 0.05 level 
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 I now turn to the full model to see how my three sets of predictors perform. The 
results of the multilevel analysis are shown in Table 5. There is evidence to support several 
hypotheses, particularly those that deal with individual-level identities and the control 
variables. However, the regional distinctiveness variables deliver some mixed results.  
 First, the results reveal that the exclusive regionalists have one of the lowest levels of 
support for integration. Six of the seven other categories have positive coefficients, indicating 
that they have higher levels of EU support than the baseline category, although this 
relationship is not statistically significant for the ambiguous identitarians. Surprisingly, one 
of the inclusive regionalist groups – the regional-national identitarians – has a negative 
coefficient, suggesting a lower level of EU support than the exclusive regionalists. However, 
since this relationship fails to reach statistical significance, we cannot conclude that there is a 
difference between the exclusive regionalists and the regional-national identitarians. There is 
a clear dichotomy in the inclusive regionalist category: The regional-supranationalists have a 
much larger coefficient, indicating that they are more supportive of integration than the 
exclusive regionalists and the regional-national identitarians. This goes counter to 
expectation, but is not entirely surprising, given that individuals who have a more 
cosmopolitan (European/world) component to their identities are less likely to fear the EU. 
 The bigger challenge to the theory laid out above is that individuals with a regional 
and national component differ so little in relation to the more parochial category. This 
indicates that a strong regional identity may actually dampen support for integration. This 
effect is made even clearer when we consider the other identity categories. The local-national 
identitarians have a larger coefficient than the regional-national identitarians, and the local-
supranational identitarians have a larger coefficient than the regional-supranational 
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identitarians. These results make it more difficult to assert that regionalism, on the whole, has 
shifted from the “old” exclusionary type, to a “new” modern and inclusionary form. 
However, a strong regional identity is not the only culprit here. It appears that national 
identity also exerts a Eurosceptic effect. This is evident in the fact that the coefficient for the 
local-nationalists is much smaller than for the other statistically significant categories, and 
the fact that the national-supranational identitarians have a smaller coefficient than the local-
supranational and regional-supranational identitarians. Overall, it appears that regionalism 
and nationalism, as political ideologies, have more in common than the literature gives them 
credit for. 
 Turning to the regional distinctiveness variables, the results here pose an interesting 
challenge to the convention that respondents from distinctive regions are more supportive of 
integration. The coefficients for minority nation and distinctive region are both negative, 
although only the latter reaches statistical significance, indicating that respondents from 
distinctive regions are less inclined towards the EU than respondents from administrative 
regions. These results may reflect more recent changes in minority nationalist and regionalist 
attitudes towards the EU, as described by Elias (2009) and Hepburn (2007). This seems to 
indicate that the disillusionment that regionalist parties have felt about the integration process 
may have been transferred down to the minority nationalist populations.   
 The two economic distinctiveness variables are not statistically significant, meaning 
that we cannot reject the third hypothesis that economic distinctiveness makes respondents 
more likely to support integration. The coefficient for the economic distinctiveness variable 
is negative, suggesting that economic distinctiveness slightly dampens support for 
integration. The failure of the economic distinctiveness2 variable to reach statistical 
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significance refutes the idea that there is a curvilinear relationship between distinctiveness 
and EU support.  However, there is a positive and statistically significant coefficient for the 
interaction effect between minority nation and economic distinctiveness, meaning that 
respondents from wealthier minority nations are more likely to be Europhiles. Hence, we 
have at least partial confirmation for the second hypothesis, and some empirical evidence for 
the claims in the literature about the positive relationship between minority nationalists and 
the EU. 
 The control variables perform very well in predicting support for integration, all of 
them reaching statistical significance. Respondents that are more satisfied with the 
democratic process in their country are more supportive of integration, as are more educated, 
wealthier, younger, and more politically in-tune individuals. Men are more likely to support 
integration, while the unemployed are less likely. Finally, respondents that self-identify as 
more to the left on the economic left-right scale are more Eurosceptic.   
 We may also wish to see how well the model performs in the Old-15 EU member 
states versus the New-12. The literature suggests that individual regional identity may be a 
less meaningful predictor for integration support in the CEEC than in Western Europe. Given 
that regions are generally weaker in the CEEC, we may see that an regional distinctiveness 
does not exert an effect on public attitudes. Table 6 shows the results for the Old-15 countries 
and Table 7 shows results for the New-12. (Cyprus, Malta, and Luxembourg are excluded 
due to their extremely small size and lack of regional structures). 
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Table 4.6. Determinants of Support for European Integration in the Old-15 
 Estimates Standard  
Predictors  Errors 
Fixed Effects   
Constant -.993** .047 
   
Individual Identity Variables   
Exclusive Regionalist (Omitted)   
Local-National Identitarian .039* .016 
Regional-National Identitarian .004 .018 
Local-Supranational Identitarian .326** .028 
Regional-Supranational Identitarian .315** .033 
National-Supranational Identitarian .271** .020 
Cosmopolitan .552** .035 
Ambiguous Identitarian  .049 .055 
Regional Distinctiveness Variables   
Minority Nation .112 .074 
Distinctive Region -.029 .063 
Economic Distinctiveness -.042 .095 
Economic Distinctiveness2 .004 .008 
Minority Nation X Eco. Distinct. .428** .172 
Additional Variables   
Proxy Argument .272** .008 
Education .063** .005 
Income .018** .003 
Age -.001** .000 
Unemployed -.023 .016 
Male .009 .011 
Cognitive Mobilization .015** .005 
Left-Right Self-Placement -.028** .003 
   
Variance Components   
Regional Level .072 .009 
Individual Level .368 .005 
-2 X Log Likelihood 22377.57  
N 11,953  
Note: Table entries are maximum likelihood estimates with standard errors. **p< 0.01 level, *p< 0.05 level. 
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Table 4.7. Determinants of Support for European Integration in the New-12 
 Estimates Standard  
Predictors  Errors 
Fixed Effects   
Constant -.401** .065 
   
Individual Identity Variables   
Exclusive Regionalist (Omitted)   
Local-National Identitarian .049** .020 
Regional-National Identitarian .006 .027 
Local-Supranational Identitarian .152** .037 
Regional-Supranational Identitarian .102 .055 
National-Supranational Identitarian .180** .027 
Cosmopolitan .161* .068 
Ambiguous Identitarian  -.079 .109 
Regional Distinctiveness Variables   
Minority Nation .166 .265 
Distinctive Region -.184* .095 
Economic Distinctiveness -.092 .101 
Economic Distinctiveness2 .157 .139 
Minority Nation X Eco. Distinct. . . 
Additional Variables   
Proxy Argument .197** .010 
Education .057** .007 
Income .006 .006 
Age -.003** .000 
Unemployed -.038 .020 
Male .069** .015 
Cognitive Mobilization .007 .007 
Left-Right Self-Placement .010 .004** 
   
Variance Components   
Regional Level .010 .015 
Individual Level .359 .006 
-2 X Log Likelihood 12644.428  
N 6807  
Note: Table entries are maximum likelihood estimates with standard errors. **p< 0.01 level, *p< 0.05 level. 
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 There is a good deal of similarity in the results of the two models. The individual-
level identity variables generally underscore the findings from the first model. In both the 
West and the East, cosmopolitans are the most supportive of integration, while the exclusive 
regionalists and the regional-national identitarians are the least supportive. Once again, there 
is no statistically significant difference between the exclusive regionalists and the regional-
national identitarians in both models. The results from the East differ in one crucial way from 
the overall and the Western models: There is no statistically significant difference between 
any of the three “regionalist groups” in the East. This supports the claim that European 
attachment and support for integration, although typically correlated, are indeed distinct 
concepts. This result also helps confirm the more exclusionary nature of regional identity.  
 In the West, only the interaction effect between minority nationalism and economic 
distinctiveness reaches statistical significance, while in the East the interaction effect is 
dropped due to collinearity. In the New-15, much as in the overall sample, respondents from 
distinctive regions are more Eurosceptic. Overall, the results from the two models show that 
the effects of regional identity, both individual and region-level, are quite similar across the 
West and the East. Hence, future scholarship should not shy away form including the CEEC 
in analyses of territorial identity 
 
4.6 CONCLUSION 
 The analysis presented here contributes to the discourse on the impact of territorial 
identity and European integration in several ways. First, it adds to the current integration 
debate by presenting an alternative way to measure territorial identity. This approach is 
useful because it incorporates the local and regional levels into the inclusive/exclusive 
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identity framework that has been applied to national and European levels only, and shows 
that subnational identities do matter in modern-day Europe. 
 Second, the paper attempts to provide an explanation for why individuals harbor 
inclusionary and exclusionary tendencies towards the idea of Europe. While public opinion 
studies have consistently shown that the way an individual reconciles her national and 
European identities has an impact on integration support, this analysis has rarely been 
extended to the regional level. The analysis here takes a regional identity component into 
account, and shows that individual-level regional identity comes in two varieties: the more 
exclusionary identity and the more inclusive identity. However, the relationship between 
exclusive and inclusive regionalism and support for integration is not as straightforward as 
the theories predict. I show that a combination of both regional and national identities 
dampens support for integration.  
 Third, this paper takes a first cut at unpacking the content of regional distinctiveness. 
I show that there are different types of EU regions – minority nations, ethno-culturally 
distinctive regions, economic overachievers, and economic laggards -- and argue that these 
are associated with distinct outcomes in integration attitudes. One surprising finding is that 
living in a distinctive region is associated with less support for integration. I maintain that 
future studies of regional identity should take regional distinctiveness into account alongside 
individual identity for a deeper analysis of regionalism.  
 
 
 144 
APPENDIX ONE: Supplementary Statistics for Spain Analysis 
 
Table 2.A. Descriptive Statistics for European Attachment and Control Variables 
Variable Observations Mean  Std. Dev. Min. Max. 
European Attachment 2921  6.83  2.33 0 10 
Party Cue 2921  6.13  0.68 4.46 7 
Age 2921 45.63 17.38 18 98 
Education 2921  4.72  2.80 0 11 
News 2921  3.18  1.88 1 6 
Bilingualism 2921  2.39  0.81 1 3 
Democracy Satisfaction 2921  5.54  2.17 0 10 
Local Level Size 2921  4.09  1.73 1 7 
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Figure 2.A. Degree of attachment to the European, national, regional, and local level, % 
respondents 
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APPENDIX TWO: Supplementary Statistics for France Analysis 
 
 
Table 3A. Distribution of Sample Across Identity Types, % 
Identity Type Spain  Basque C. Catalonia 
Inclusive Identity    
Multilevel Identitarian 42.11 21.81 35.1 
Regional-National Identitarian 5.29 1.95 7.05 
Local-National Identitarian 5.11 3.19 3.35 
    
Exclusive Identity    
Local-Regional Identitarian 16.07 39.01 29.81 
Exclusive Localist 4.42 4.61 2.29 
Exclusive Regionalist 3.73 6.38 6.7 
Exclusive Nationalist 8.52 4.26 6.17 
    
Neither Identity    
Non-Attached 14.76 18.79 9.52 
Source: Centro de Investigaciones Sociologicas (CIS) 2006.  
Note: Strength of territorial attachment is measured on an 11 pt. scale. Strong attachment is measured 
as 8 points or higher. 
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Table 3B. Difference in Means of Socio-Demographic and Attitudinal Variables in Spain 
 Regional 
Exclusivists 
Regional 
Inclusivists 
National 
Exclusivists 
Socio-Demographic Variables    
Age 44 50** 46 
Level of education (12 pt. scale) 5.06 4.08** 4.67 
Urban (7 pt. scale) 3.63 4.06** 4.58** 
Frequency of church attendance (5 pt. 
scale) 
1.86 2.14** 2.11** 
Frequency of reading the news (6 pt. scale) 4.16 3.56** 3.62** 
    
Attitudes Towards Region    
Feeling oneself to be a regional 
"nationalist" (11 pt. scale) 
6.87 5.54** 3.42** 
Pride in being a "regionalist" (5 pt. scale) 4.49 4.35** 3.47** 
    
Political Attitudes    
Feeling oneself to be a Spanish 
"nationalist" (11 pt. scale) 
3.61 7.55** 7.73** 
Pride in being Spanish (5 pt. scale) 3.17 4.48** 4.53** 
Source: Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS) 2006. 
Note. ** Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional Exclusivists is statistically 
significant at .01 level. * Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional 
Exclusivists is statistically significant at .05 level. 
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Table 3C. Difference in Means of Socio-Demographic and Attitudinal Variables in Basque 
Country 
 Regional 
Exclusivists 
Regional 
Inclusivists 
National 
Exclusivists 
Socio-Demographic Variables    
Age 44 51** 59** 
Level of education  5.41 4.3** 2.79** 
Urban  3.38 3.62* 3.89 
Frequency of church attendance  1.97 2.24* 2.92** 
Frequency of reading the news 4.4 3.84** 2.96** 
    
Attitudes Towards Region    
Feeling oneself to be a regional “nationalist” 6.87 4.62** 1.74** 
Pride in being a "regionalist" 4.48 3.9** 3.06** 
    
Political Attitudes    
Feeling oneself to be a Spanish “nationalist” 2.82 5.21** 7** 
Pride in being Spanish 2.69 3.93** 4.63** 
Source: Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS) 2006. 
Note. ** Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional Exclusivists is statistically 
significant at .01 level. * Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional 
Exclusivists is statistically significant at .05 level. 
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Table 3D. Difference in Means of Socio-Demographic and Attitudinal Variables in Catalonia 
 Regional 
Exclusivists 
Regional 
Inclusivists 
National 
Exclusivists 
Socio-Demographic Variables    
Age 44 48* n/a 
Level of education  4.8 4.16* n/a 
Urban  3.8 4.01 n/a 
Frequency of church attendance  3.9 4.09** n/a 
Frequency of reading the news 4.42 3.44** n/a 
    
Attitudes Towards Region    
To what extent do you feel yourself to be a 
minority nationalist/regionalist 
6.69 5.31** n/a 
Pride in being a "regionalist" 4.46 4.27* n/a 
    
Political Attitudes    
To what extent do you feel yourself to be a 
Spanish nationalist? 
3.51 7.51** n/a 
Pride in being Spanish. 4.46 4.27** n/a 
Source: Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas (CIS) 2006. 
Note. ** Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional Exclusivists is statistically 
significant at .01 level. * Indicates the difference between mean and the mean of Regional 
Exclusivists is statistically significant at .05 level. The mean for National Exclusivists is omitted due 
to the lack of national exclusivists in Catalonia. 
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Table 3E. Descriptive Statistics 
 Mean St. Dev. Min. Max. 
European Attachment 2.65 .89 1 4 
European Citizenship 2.25 .95 1 4 
More Regional Power .55 .50 0 1 
Regional Power over EU funds 2.51 .82 1 4 
Regional Power over Language 2.90 .89 1 4 
Multilevel Identitarian .32 .47 0 1 
Regional-National Identitarian .14 .34 0 1 
Local-National Identitarian .05 .22 0 1 
Local-Regional Identitarian .07 .25 0 1 
Exclusive Localist .04 .19 0 1 
Exclusive Regionalist .05 .22 0 1 
Exclusive Nationalist .14 .35 0 1 
Non-Attached .20 .40 0 1 
Party Cue 5.10 .94 1 6.38 
Confidence in Future of France 2.60 .73 1 4 
Satisfaction with Democracy 2.54 .78 1 4 
Confidence in Personal Future 2.91 .70 1 4 
Better or Worse Evaluation 2.28 .94 1 3 
Manual Worker Dummy .20 .40 0 1 
Farmer Dummy .05 .22 0 1 
Education 2.52 1.33 1 5 
Income 4.70 1.57 1 7 
Age 47.35 17.93 18 96 
Gender .48 .50 0 1 
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APPENDIX THREE: Descriptive Statistics for Cross-National Analysis 
 
Table 4A. Descriptive Statistics 
Variable Mean St. Dev. Min Max 
EU Support .0046 .7183 -1.5824 1.9307 
Exclusive Regionalist .2293 .4204 0 1 
Local-National Identitarian .3737 .4837 0 1 
Regional-National Identitarian .1570 .3639 0 1 
Local-Supranational Identitarian .0466 .2107 0 1 
Regional-Supranational 
Identitarian 
.0247 .1552 0 1 
National-Supranational Identitarian .1326 .3392 0 1 
Cosmopolitan .0212 .1441 0 1 
Ambiguous Identitarian  .0151 .1220 0 1 
Minority Nation .0966 .2954 0 1 
Distinctive Region .1340 .3407 0 1 
Economic Distinctiveness .0553 .9889 -.3868 12.6667 
Economic Distinctiveness2 .9810 12.0470 0 160.4445 
Minority Nation X Eco. Distinct. -.0044 .0598 -.3385 .3973 
Proxy Argument 2.1358 .8399 1 4 
Education 2.9896 1.3733 0 6 
Income 5.4874 2.5076 1 12 
Age 48.4204 18.0339 15 108 
Unemployed .1693 .3750 0 1 
Male .4428 .4967 0 1 
Cognitive Mobilization 3.8832 1.300 1 5 
Left-Right Self-Placement 5.3539 2.1493 1 10 
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